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LOCAL DIVORCE COURTS. 


The repeated divisions in the Committee on the 
Divorce Bill on questions involving the principles of 
the measure, and the energetic conflict between the 
keenest debaters on both sides of the House, have 
rather thrown into the shade a discussion which will, 

rhaps, exercise more practical influence on the work- 
ing of the new machinery than even the modifications 
which have been proposed in the interest of the equality 
of the sexes, and resisted, partly out of deference to the 
habitual practice of the House of Lords, and partly on 
the ground of that prescriptive right to the pleasures of 

lygamy, which Mr. Buxton asserted, and the Premier 

imself implied, to be one of the inalienable privileges 
of male human nature. We refer to the debate on the 
amendments by which Mr. Butt and Lord John Man- 
ners successively attempted to engraft a local jurisdic- 
tio upon the highly centralised machinery of the 
Government Bill. We do not under-rate the import- 
ance of the distinctions so much discussed between 
adultery with cruelty and desertion, or bigamy, and the 
occasional offence of a casually unfaithful husband. 
Nor do we deny that something may depend on the 
greater or less degree of strictness with which the 

wer of decreeing a judicial separation may be limited. 
But we are convinced that the question, whether the 
Court is to be local or merely central, far outweighs in 
meerianee all the other points to which we have 

erred. 


Whatever degree of laxity may be introduced into the 
law of separation and divorce, the probability is that 
the remedy will seldom be sought, except in the most 
aggravated cases; and we should not be at all surprised 
to find that the enlarged grounds of jurisdiction which 
have been introduced from time to time during the 
progress of the Committee will not add a case a year 
to the number which would have occurred had the 
restricted powers of the original Bill been preserved 
without any extension. 


The effect of giving a cheap and accessible local 
remedy will be very different. At present about two- 
fifths of the divorces & mensé et thoro are granted in 
local courts which the Bill will annihilate, and a very 
small proportion of these would find their way to Lon- 
don under the new regulations. At any rate, if they 
did, it would be at the cost of much additional trouble 
and money. ‘Thus the result of a Bill professing to in- 
crease the facility of obtaining divorces in all cases in 
which it is proper that they should be granted would 
perhaps be, on the whole, to make the difficulty of pro- 
curing a decree for separation greater even than it is 
under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction. So strongly was 





this felt, that the Attorney-General and Mr. Gladstone, 
who were agreed on nothing else, concurred in admit- 
ting the claim, and we may almost say the right, of re= 
sidents in the country to have some local tribunals sub-. 
stituted for those to which they are now able to resort. 

The only question was, whether it was possible to 
find or to create a suitable court, and what that court 
should be. It cannot be denied that there is much 
practical difficulty in carrying out the principle of local 
jurisdiction. To establish new tribunals, scattered 
about the country, for the sole purpose of granting 
judicial separations, would be objectionable on many 
grounds. They could only be made competent at very 
considerable expense, of which the judge’s salary would 
form but one of many items. Then they would not be 
occupied in most districts for more than a small portion 
of their time, and it is bad economy to establish a mul- 
titude of new and highly-paid officers to do work which 
altogether may not be enough to occupy more than 
one or two of their number. Another device sug- 
gested was, that the London Court of Divorce should 
be made itinerant; but the unwieldly character of the 
court, and the proposed association of the Admiralty 
and Testamentary Courts with the Divorce Court under 
the same working-day judge, would interfere grievously 
with any system of circuits for the settlement of matri- 
monial difficulties. The proposal to confer the jurisdic- 
tion on the judges of assize is even less admissible. 
The hurrying from town to town, and the press of 
civil and criminal trials on the very same populous 
circuits where divorce cases would be most numerous, 
are fatal objections ; and another serious difficulty would 
arise from the want of regular archives, and the ab- 
sence of registrars and clerks, without whose assistance 
there would be no means of preserving a record of the 
relations judicially established between a ci-devant man 
and wife, and of the rights to alimony or otherwise, de- 
pendent onthem. The only other tribunals which have 
been suggested are the county courts and the quarter ses- 
sions. The objection to the county courts is simply that 
the judges are already loaded with such a variety of 
incongruous duties, and are of necessity habituated to 
so rapid and off-hand a mode of procedure, that they 
would be scarcely able to give to the delicate questions 
which would arise in matrimonial causes the deliberate 
investigation which they above all others require. The 
court of quarter sessions is not a tribunal for which 
we have any very strong sympathy; and where strict 
questions of law arise, it is apt to fall into grievous 
blunders. But we do not think that a question of 
technical law will turn up in one separation case out 
of a hundred; and for the mere adjudication upon the 
class of facts on which judgments of divorce & mensd 
et thoro commonly depend, there might be less suitable 
judges than even the justices of the peace in quarter 
sessions assembled. The subject indeed presents only 
a choice of difficulties, and these have been somewhat 
aggravated by the course of the proceedings in the 

ouse of Commons. 

The present position of the question is that the 
committee has unanimously negatived Mr. Butt’s pro- 
posal in favour of the county courts, and has passed 
Lord John Manners’ singular amendment defining the 
duties and the powers of “ any court hereinafter 
authorised.” Probably the technical rejection of the 
county court jurisdiction will not be allowed to stand 
in the way of any settlement which may be thought 
desirable. The House, however, has committed itself 
to find a court, without apparently any very clear 
notion where it is to be sought; but, as we think that 
even an indifferent court is better than a denial of 
justice, we cannot help rejoicing that in some shape or 
other the House is bound to provide the local tribunals, 
without which the poor man’s divorce bill, as it has 
been called, would increase the average cost of all 
proceedings except those for divorce & vinculo. 
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GENTLEMEN OF THE LONG ROBE. 

We have been long familiar with this phrase as a 
portion of that elegant and euphonious language which 
is popularly supposed to be supplied to the columns of 
the newspapers at the price of one penny per line. An 
account of an assault, an elopement, or a disputed 
heirship, is commonly concluded by the remark that 
‘t work for the gentlemen of the long robe” is likely to 
be the result of the acts and circumstances detailed. If 
our memory does not deceive us, the important inves- 
tigation now pending in the House of Lords was anti- 
— in these very terms by some of the many pens 
which strove to announce with adequate grandeur the 
decease of the late Earl of Shrewsbury. We certainly 
had hitherto conceived that barristers were designated 
as “‘ gentlemen of the long robe” only in that myste- 
rious world, as unknown to this Journal as the Journal 
itself to the inhabitants of it, where ‘lovely and ac- 
complished brides ” are conducted to ‘‘ hymeneal altars,” 
and where the most obscure prophetic imagery is em- 
ployed to convey the simple fact that an addition to 
the royal family is probable at no distant day. 

We were, therefore, a good deal surprised to observe 
that Lord John Russell, in the House of Commons, 
adopted the phrase in question to designate accurately 
a class of members who were to enjoy a peculiar privi- 
lege. In addition to the twenty-five members nomi- 
nated to serve on the Oaths Committee, it was or- 
dered that ‘all gentlemen of the long robe members 
of the House” should have the right to share in its 
deliberations. But it appears that Lord John Russell 
was quite right. There was no deficiency on this occa- 
sion in that constitutional knowledge for which he is so 
eminent. We understand that precedents can be pro- 
duced to justify the phrase, and perhaps it is not un- 
suitable for an assembly which delights to employ at 
the least five words whenever reference is made to an 
individual member. We may add that the expression 
is not inaptly chosen, as a collective epithet for barris- 
ters, because it supposes merely the possession of a 
gown, and raises no sort of question of intellectual 
qualification which can possibly be inconvenient to 
rn be of Indeed, it is probable that the term is 
justified by an antiquity as venerable as that on which 
rests the existing system of admission to the bar; 
and, at any rate, we think that this ridiculous 
piece of verbiage harmonises most exactly with the 
solemn absurdities that precede and attend acall. A 
gentleman who has eaten dinners, and who has been 
present at the delivery of lectures, becomes, in due 
time, a gentleman who wears, or may wear, a gown. 
Really we think that the penny-a-liners have fallen 
into a vein of satire, and that this phrase is used by 
them not merely for its own intrinsic beauty but in order 
to remind the British public in a light and transient way 
of the necessity of reforming the inns of court. 

We have noticed this subject, however, for another 
purpose. Upon the discussion of Lord John Russell’s 
motion a question was raised by Mr. Cox, the member 
for Finsbury, as to his right as a solicitor to attend the 
deliberations of the committee. Now clearly Mr. 
Cox is not a “gentleman of the long robe,” nor is 
Mr. Hadfield; and there are two or three other 
members of the House who belong to the legal pro- 
fession, but possess neither the flowing garment nor 
the right to array themselves therein. It turned 
out, therefore, that the formula which we had thought 
empty and bombastic possessed a real efficacy, inasmuch 
as it disposed for the time of a question which, how- 
ever, may not improbably be revived, and which is well 
worthy to be considered by our readers. The number of 
solicitors holding seats in Parliament will very probably 
increase, and we do not hesitate to say that their pre- 
sence there is likely to be beneficial to the public, as well 
as to their professional brethren. _We should expect 
that the solicitors returned to the House of Commons 





would usually be men of considerable abilities, and 
possessing knowledge and habits of mind likely to be 
useful in debate, and still more in the business of com- 
mittees. If, however, a delicate point of legal con- 
struction were about to be referred by the House to a 
select body of its members, we certainly should not 
contend that solicitors were peculiarly qualified to ad- 
vise upon it; but the question raised by Lord John 
sale was not very abstruse ; and, for our own part, we 
should have supposed, until we read the proceedings of 
the committee, that very little doubt could have Feat 
felt uponit. Besides, if the point in dispute were really 
one demanding the exercise of the most practised judicial 
minds for its solution, there can scarcely be conceived 
a greater absurdity than committing it to the consider- 
ation of a body comprising all members of the House, 
who might happen at any time to have been called to the 
English or Irish bar. Whatever may be the learning 
of Mr. Cox or Mr. Hadfield, they have, at any rate, 
gone through a real legal training, and have not been 
allowed to acquire a fustian title by merely complying 
with various empty forms. 

We endeavoured when the elections were complete 
to present our readers with a list of all members of the 
legal profession who had been returned to Parliament, 
and in so doing we encountered the exact difficult 
which the form of words placed at the head of this 
article would have enabled us, if we had adopted them, 
toescape. It is evidently unjustifiable to class a country 
gentleman who kept terms thirty years ago at one of 
the inns of court with a man of the same standing who 
has spent his life in the study and practice of the law. 
Yet the squire could if he pleased have voted in the 
Oaths Committee in the character of a “ gentleman of 
the long robe,” and when it came to a close division 
his presence would have been as influential there as that 
of his learned friend. We certainly observe one or 
two names on the committee which we believe are not 
well known in the legal world, either of London or of 
Dublin, and which it did not occur to us to include in our 
list of professional members of the House. It is not going 
too far to say that the bearers of these names can posses 
no special qualification for adjudicating upon legal 
subtleties. We think that the case against the present 
system of admission to the privileges of the bar was 
tolerably ye gre before ; but, if anything were want- 
ing to its full force, this committee on members’ oaths 
supplies it. It has been sometimes complained that 
barristers of seven years’ standing were rather hastily 
assumed by the legislature to be qualified for important 
functions. In the present instance, however, the House 
of Commons has gone a great deal further, and has 
allowed the mere right to wear a gown to place the 
youngest and least learned barrister upon a level with 
the Attorney-General. We trust that before next 
session is far advanced the additional argument thus 
supplied will be turned upon the inns of court; and 
we shall also be glad to see the position of solicitors in 
the House of Commons more satisfactorily ascertained 
than it is at present. We repeat that it is not our 
intention to insist upor solicitors being consulted by the 
House where they are not peculiarly qualified to advise, 
but we think it should be borne in mind that solicitors, 
ogy, with barristers, are members of the profession 
of the law, and it is not right to include all the latter 
and exclude all the former class in the indiscriminate 
manner that was adopted ona late occasion ; and this, we 
believe, would be the feeling of the House if an opportu- 
nity should arise for pressing the question upon its notice. 


Legal News, 


The Probates Bill passed the House of Commons on 
Wednesday, and this great legal reform may now be 
confidently reckoned as among the acts of the present 
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session. The compensation clauses have been liberally 
adjusted, and the practice of every kind and in every 
court has been thrown open to the profession generally. 


The Divorce Bill has occupied a vast deal of time 
and labour in committee, and the Opposition have cer- 
tainly succeeded in proving that neither the Govern- 
ment nor the House of Lords had brought this measure 
into anything like a perfect shape. The discussion on 
a single clause occupied the greater part of three long 
sittings, and is full of interest for the lawyer, but abridg- 
ment is impossible, and our limits forbid us to publish it 
at length. It now appears prohable that this Bill will 
pass, and if it does, another branch of practice will be 
thrown open to solicitors. 

The Report of the Common Law Courts Commission 
has been presented to both Houses, but we understand, 
that, up to yesterday afternoon, no authority to print 
and distribute it had been given by the Government. 
We are, therefore, unable to lay the Report before our 
readers, and can only present them with the following 
summary of its contents which we have abridged from 
our contemporary, the Jurist, of last Saturday :— 


The first matter entered upon is the possibility of reducing 
the present number of the judges in the common law courts at 
Westminster Hall. An inquiry has been instituted as to the 
amount of judicial business transacted prior to 1830, when the 
judges were but twelve in number—no doubt with a view to 
correct an erroneous impression common to many, that the 
additional judges appointed in 1830 were made in consequence 
only of the increase in the number of the circuits by the addi- 
tion of Wales. 

This inquiry is, however, productive of no very satisfactory 
results, owing to the vast change in the nature of the business 
transacted since that time, occasioned partly by the abolition 
of many formal and trifling matters which used to occupy the 
time of the court, and partly by the introduction in modern 
Acts of Parliament of entirely new business, considerably more 
intricate and important than any of that which has ceased to 
exist. The consequence of all this is, that although numerically 
the cause lists and court papers of tlie present day do not equal 
any of those of the five years prior to 1830, in matters of weight 
and difficulty they no doubt far exceed them. 

For greater satisfaction, however, on this point, another 
comparison has been made between the amount of business 
transacted in 1856 and the average yearly amount of a period 
embracing the twelve years ending and including 1856. The 
result of this, taking into account the increased length of trials 
at Nisi Prius since the recent admission of parties as witnesses, 
and the permission afforded to counsel of making additional 
addresses to the jury, is,in the opinion of the Commissioners, 
evidence of the existence of an increased rather than of a 
diminished amount of judicial labour; and the examination of 
Mr. Justice Coleridge and Mr. Baron Btamwell, whose opinions 
on this point are published in the Appendix, fully confirms their 
view of the case. 

A very important item, in considering the desirability of 
having twelve instead of fifteen judges, relates to the necessary 
attendance in such case of three instead of four members of each 
court upon the Banc sittings. The present attendance of four 
judges is, perhaps, open to the objection, that in cases where a 
difference of opinion arises, there may, by possibility, be an 
equal division. Such an event is, however, declared by one or 
two witiiesses examined to be of extremely rare occurrence, and 
theevil, if itexists, is far outweighed by the advantage of having 
at all othet times either the unanimous opinion of four judges, or 
else the opinion of three against one — miore satisfactory a 
great deal to the suitor than the opinions of a bare majority. 

A still more important argument against the reduction of the 
existing judicial staff, and one which seems to us to have 
weighed niuch with the Commissioners, is, that, as at the pre- 
sent time, owing to unavoidable causes, very frequently three 
judges only are able to sit together in Banc, so if the normal 
number were reduced to three, the like causes would as fre- 
quently reduce the attendance to two, and very much incon- 
venience would be occasioned. 

The unanimous opinion of the Commissioners is, that the 

resent number of fifteen judges ought to be retained; and we 

1 sure that both the profession and the public generally will 
conctir in their recommendation. 

No less than nine towtis, of greatet or less impoftinte, seétit 





in memorials, praying either for separate assizes or for an ex- 
tension of their present assize jurisdiction. 

The first of these claims taken into consideration in the Re- 
port is that of the city of Manchester and hundred of Salford, 
the enormous increase in the commerce of which, during the 
past few years, has rendered it a matter of the greatest incon- 
venience that all the causes and criminal business arising in 
these two places should be sent for trial to Liverpool, distant 
nearly thirty miles. 

Nineteen memorials were presented to the Commissioners from 
various parts of the county palatine, praying for a separate 
assize at Manchester, and such prayer was advocated by a de- 
putation which attended the Commission in February last, and 
who stated, amongst other things, that the corporation of Man- 
chester was prepared to expend, if necessary, £50,000 in the 
erection of the tiecessary courts, judges’ lodgings, and other 
accommodation. This statenient, being supported by an elabo- 
rate calculation of the immense additional cost of civil actions 
arising in Manchester atid tried thirty miles off, has called forth 
a unanimous recommendation that a separate criminal and civil 
assize shall be holden at Manchester for that city and the 
hundred of Salford. 

The corporation of Lancaster also made an application for a 
large extension of their present assize jurisdiction; but the 
arguments by which it was supported were so slender as to be 
declared wl.olly insufficient to warrant the adoption of any such 
important measure, and the prayer of the memorialists is, there- 
fore, unanimously rejected. 

The representatives of the West Riding of the county of York 
desired the removal of their assizes from York; but there are 
unfortunately two rival towns, Leeds and Wakefield, both 
equally desirous of obtaining the West Riding assizes, and they, 
both in their memorials and by their deputations, put forth 
arguments against one another’s claim, and furnished the 
deputation from York with several very good suggestions for 
retaining the assizes for the whole county at the place where 
they are now holden. The Commissioners are unanimous 
against the claim of Leeds, but as to Wakefield they differ, Sir 
John Pakington and Mr. Wilson Patten thinking assizes ought 
to be holden there, and the rest of the Commissioners believing 
them to be unnecessary. 

Birmingham has made a claim for a separate assize, ground- 
ing the application upon a statement, that not only is Birming- 
ham the centre of a vast mining and manufacturing district 
situate on the borders of Warwick and Staffordshire, and 
connected by railroads with all parts of those two counties, but 
also that the inhabitants of that densely-populated town equal 
in number half the population of the entire county, while nearly 
one-third of the civil and criminal business tried at Warwick 
arises in Birmingham. 

Upon this statement two claims are put forth—one, that 
Birmingham may be made the centre of an assize district, to be 
hereafter defined by law, and to include the whole of the county 
of Warwick and the mining and manufacturing districts of 
South Staffordshire; the other (if the first is rejected), that, 
without abolishing the present Warwick assizes, additional ones 
may be held at Birmingham for the borough alone. 

The former of these propositions is unanimously rejected by 
the Commissionets; but as to the propriety of the latter, so 
tnuch difference of opinion exists that the numbers are equally 
divided, four voting in favour of and four against any change at 
all in the county assizes. The Birmingham memorial, there- 
fore, goes before the Queen in by no means an unfavourable 
manner, and we shall not be greatly surprised if the more 
moderate of the two prayers is eventually granted. 

Memorials and a deputation from Bristol complain of the 
inconvenience arising from all the criminal business of the city 
being tried, forty miles away, at Gloucester, and of the injustice 
done to prisoners, who are seldom able to raise funds sufficient 
to bring any witnesses that distance. It is, in addition, alleged 
as a grievance, that, owing to there being only one civil assize 
in the year holden at Bristol, in local actions, such as ejectment, 
the party entitled is delayed nearly a year before he can get a 
judgment. 

Although this latter statement is undoubtedly erroneous, with 
the existing provisions of the Common Law Procedure Act for 
changing the venue, all the Commissioners, except Mr. Justice 
Cresswell, think that a second civil assize ought to be holden at 
Bristol; but as to making any arrangements for transacting 
criminal business there, they are again equally divided in 
opinion. 

The remaining mémorials for additional assizes, presented by 
the corporations of Kendall, Hull, and Wisbech respectively, 
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being unsupported by any documentary or other evidence, have 
been unanimously rejected. 

After referring to the Report of the Circuit Regulation Com- 
mission of 1845, and expressing their entire concurrence in the 
opinion therein contained touching the undue length of the 
Northern Circuit, and which will shortly be still further increased 
if the recommendation as to Manchester be adopted, the Com- 
missioners suggest that York shall be taken from the Northern 
Circuit and added to the Midland ; that Warwick shall be added 
to the Oxford, and Northampton to the Norfolk Circuit; and 
that Salop .and Hereford, now forming part of the Oxford, 
shall for the future be included in the Welsh Circuits. 

By this arrangement it is estimated that the respective length 
of the circuits affected will be as follows :— 


North and South Wales ............ssecseeseee 36 days. 


Northern (without York)........... sccecevesesse SO gy 
Oxford (without Salop and Hereford, and 
with Warwick)...........66. shpsnschesncsnaaese $1 


Midland (without Warwick and Northamp- 
SOU VIED OID ov asvcecosndesensunctgnsscnace OO. 9 
Norfolk (with Northampton) ........0.s00066 28 4 


The amalgamation of the Welsh counties appears to have 
engaged a large amount of attention, and the suggestion made 
by the majority is, that upon the North Wales Circuit, Ruthin 
and Mold shall be the alternate assize towns for the counties of 
Denbigh and Flint, and Bangor or Carnarvon for Carnarvon 
and Anglesey. Respecting Montgomery and Merioneth they 
offer no advice, owing to the incomplete state of several proposed 
railways through those counties. 

Upon the South Wales Circuit it is suggested that two judges 
shall for the future go to Cardiff and Swansea, and together 
transact the large and increasing business of Glamorganshire ; 
that Cardigan and Carmarthen shall be alternately the assize 
towns for the counties in which they are situate; that Haver- 
fordwest shall remain the assize town for Pembroke; and that 
at Brecon shall be tried the business arising in Brecknock and 
Radnor. 

No alteration whatever is proposed in the present arrangement 
of the Terms, or of the times of holding the circuits. Winter com- 
missions are recommended to be issued as at present to those towns 
in which the number of criminals awaiting trial renders such 
increased accommodation necessary, accompanied by commis- 
sions of assize and Nisi Prius, for the disposal of civil business, 
in Yorkshire and Lancashire, and such other places as may from 
time to time clearly require such assistance. Several sugges- 
tions were submitted to the Commissioners, and are mentioned 
in the Report, for a more equal division of the year by two 
general circuits; but the only feasible way of effecting this was 
by having one circuit in January and another in July, which 
would place the general assizes of the kingdom in the depth of 
winter, and render the number of prisoners for trial in July 
nearly double of that now appearing in the calendars of the 
Summer Circuit. The periods of the circuits, therefore, remain- 
ing unaltered, no useful change in the Terms can, in the opinion 
of the Comissioners, be effected. 

The prohibition of pleading between the 10th August and the 
24th October, by the stat. 2 Will. 4, c. 39, is considered so un- 
desirable, that there is a recommendation for a new Act of Par- 
liament, in which the 1st October shall be substituted for the 
24th; and it is suggested that the vacation judge may be em- 
powered to try actions of lesser importance in all the courts 
during the month of October, and so not only afford to parties 
an earlier opportunity of having their causes tried, but relieve 
the courts of much of the pressure of Michaelmas Term. 

An alteration has been recommended with reference to the 
sittings at Nisi Prius, and the attendance of the judges at 
chambers during term. 

Great annoyance is continually caused in the common law 
courts by the presiding judge being obliged, at two or half- 
past two o'clock in the afternoon, to adjourn the Court in order 
to attend chambers. To avoid this inconvenience, two equally 
objectionable methods have hitherto been resorted to—one, to 
request a brother judge sitting in Banc (and who is usually 
taken away from still more important business), to attend 
chambers; the other, to keep some 100 or 150 attorneys and 
clerks waiting elsewhere until the conclusion of the cause then 
trying. 

The Commissioners suggest that this evil may for the future 
be remedied by one judge only attending chambers at a much 
earlier hour in the day, and transacting the business of all the 
courts; the other two “outsitting” judges to sit at Nisi Prius, 





and try indiscriminately all causes entered during the sittings. 
The Report concludes thus :— 


“*We have all felt strongly, that, before recommending changes of im- 
portance in the mode of administering justice, it became us to satisfy our- 
selves clearly, by arguments leaving no doubt or hesitation in our minds, 
that such changes were called for by the wants of the public, and were 
for the general advantage and welfare of the nation. By some of the 
alterations which we have proposed, more labour will undoubtedly be im- 
posed upon the judges; by others, the interests of some members of the 
bar may possibly be for a time affected. With regard to the first of 
these considerations, we are confident that the additional exertions 
required from the Bench will be willingly and cheerfully made ; and with 
regard to the second, however much we should regret such a consequence 
of a partial re-arrangement of the circuits, we cannot allow it to deter us 
from laying before your Majesty, in obedience to your Majesty's com- 
mands, our unanimous resolution upon that subject. We have only to 
add, that upon this as upon all other branches of our inquiry, our great 
study has been to ascertain to the best of our ability in what mode the 
object required for the public benefit could be attained with the smallest 
sacrifice of private interest and convenience.” 





COMMITTEE FOR PRIVILEGES. 
THe GREAT SHREWsBURY CasE.—HovuseE oF Lorps, Aug. 6. 
(Continued from p. 686.) 

Mr. Roundell Palmer put in some slight further docu- 
mentary evidence. 

August 7. 

Mr. Roundell Palmer concluded his summing ug of the case 
made for Lord Edmund Howard, by contending that there were 
strong grounds for disbelieving that there had been any 
solemnisation of a marriage between the Bishop of Salisbury 
and his alleged wife, Catherine King. No record of such mar- 
riage could be found, although the other side acknowledged they 
had pursued the most extensive search; and, if there was no 
marriage, it followed that the Lord Chancellor Talbot, through 
whom the Earl Talbot claimed, could not be the legitimate son 
of the bishop. 

August 10. 

Sir F. Kelly, in replying upon the whole case on behalf of 
Lord Talbot, proceeded to divide the pedigree into four periods. 
The first period extended from the creation of the title in 1442 
down to the extinction of the first line in the person of the eighth 
Earl in 1618, which was a period of nearly 200 years. The 
second period commenced with George the ninth Earl, and passed 
through a succession of nine Earls, including the last Earl, 
Bertram, who died in 1856. The third period began with Sir 
Gilbert of Grafton in 1517, and ended with Sir William of 
Whittington, the father of the bishop, in 1686. The fourth and 
most important period was that extending from the year 1700, 
the date of the Duke’s great family settlement, down to 1719, 
when the Act of Parliament passed. The first material objection 
made to Lord Talbot’s pedigree was the alleged existence of 
John Thomas, who was said to have been a son of John, the 
third Earl, and to have had issue. 

Their Lordships intimated that there was no necessity for 
having the two earlier divisions of the pedigree. 

Sir F. Kelly said, he would then proceed with the third 
branch of the pedigree, beginning with Sir Gilbert of Grafton. 
Substantially speaking, there were but two points made in 
this part of the pedigree. The first point was the allegation 
that there were other sons of Sir John of Albrighton besides 
Sir John, by his first marriage. There was no evidence before 
their Lordships with respect to those two sons except an obli- 
terated inscription upon a tombstone, which could not be made 
out. Sir John in his will merely mentioned his son John by 
his first wife, and his two sons, Gilbert and John, by his second 
marriage. It had been suggested that John, the grandson of 
Sir John of Albrighton, had a third son, Gilbert; but George, 
the ninth Earl, had made no mention of any such person, 
although he had left legacies to his two other nephews, John, 
the tenth Earl, and George. The great family settlement 
of the Duke of Shrewsbury in 1700 was entirely wrong if there 
were any living descendants of Sir John of Albrighton by his 
first marriage, except John of Longford, and Gilbert of Batch- 
coate, whose issue became extinct in Bertram, the last Earl. 
He now came to the second line from Sir John of Albrighton 
by his second marriage. . This he must divide into two parts. 
In the first place he must trace the descendants of Sir John of 
Albrighton to Charles, the Lord Chancellor. Three points had 
been made by his learned friends on the other side. In the 
first place doubts had been thrown upon the legitimacy of John 
of Salwarp; then the descent of William the bishop from Wil- 
liam of Whittington was contested; and, thirdly, the descent 
of Chagles from the bishop. The only evidence to lead their 
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Lordships to suppose that John of Salwarp was illegitimate 
was an erased ‘?” placed at the end of his name in the pedi- 
gree produced by the other side. On the part of Lord Talbot 
several inquisitions and wills had been produced, in which John 
was mentioned as the youngest son of Sir John of Albrighton 
by his second marriage, and he had inherited estates left to him 
under that description. If he made out the case he had stated 
to their Lordships’ satisfaction, he had established an Earl of 
Shrewsbury ; and it would be for the other side to produce 
another claimant with a better claim. He had listened with 
surprise to the suggestion of the other side that the bishop was 
not the son of William of Whittington. The first piece of 
evidence with respect to the bishop’s descent from William of 
Whittington was contained in the much-abused book of the 
Benefactors. The pedigree was made by the hand of the 
brother of William of Whittington, who was stated to have 
married Mary, by whom he had a son William. In the will of 
a sister of William of Whittington certain legacies were left to 
her brother William and to his son William, and to his daugh- 
ter, Mrs. Catherine Lyttleton. That Mrs. Lyttleton subse- 
quently married the Bishop of Exeter, who became by that 
marriage, and who was called, the brother-in-law of William the 
bishop. Would the two bishops have been guilty of the public 
lie of so calling themselves if they had not been thus related ? 
He trusted that their Lordships would not credit such a sug- 
gestion, and would not believe that a person who had been 
raised to his high position would have been guilty of such an 
act. If he had done so, his aider and abettor was his son 
Charles, the Lord Chancellor, of whom a noble Lord (Lord 
Campbell) then present had said, he found this Chancellor 
the only one without an enemy, without a detractor, without 
any one to cavil at any part of his character, conduct, or 
ability ; and this was the person their Lordships were asked 
to consider a conspirator and a forger, in the expectation of 
aggrandising a remote descendant. He now came to the third 
and last point made by his learned friends upon the other side, 
which related to the question of the legitimacy of Charles 
Talbot, afterwards Lord Chancellor. In the first place he ad- 
mitted that he was utterly unable to find any register of the 
marriage of the bishop, but the register at Chipping Norton of 
the baptism of Charles had been laid before their Lordships, in 
which he was described as the son of Mr. William Talbot. 
The other side had suggested that if Charles had been legiti- 
mate he would have been described as the son of the Rev. 
William Talbot, or of William Talbot, clerk. Against the 
suggestion of the other side were to be set the entry of 
Charles’s admission in the books of the Inner Temple, which 
was to the effect that he was the eldest son of the Rev. 
William Talbot ; and also the writ by which Charles Talbot 
was created baron, in which it was recited that he was son and 
heir of William, Bishop of Salisbury; and further, the fact 
that he was a party to the deed of settlement of 1718, to which 
all the members of the great Talbot family were parties. If 
their Lordships were satisfied that there were no reasonable 
doubts as to the legitimacy of John of Salwarp, the relation- 
ship of paternity between William of Whittington and the 
Bishop of Salisbury, and the legitimacy of Charles, this one 
great fact was established, that Earl Talbot, the claimant, was 
lineally descended from the first Earl of Shrewsbury, and was 
entitled to their Lordships’ judgment in his favour, unless some 
nearer heir could be proved to exist. 

Lord CAMPBELL said, that it was the claimant’s duty to give 
reasonable evidence that no nearer heir existed. It was not 
essentially necessary that direct evidence as to the deaths of 
those persons should be given; but there must be reasonable evi- 
dence to conclude that no nearer heir existed. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR.—If those points are decided in your 
ag you have established that there is an Earl of Shrews- 

ury. 
Sir F. Kelly then said, that, with regard to the five sons of 
Sherrington of Rudge, who were suggested to have had issue, 
no mention of such issue had been made by the Duke of Shrews- 
bury in his settlement of 1700, although such issue would have 
been entitled to the title in the event of the death of Sir John 
of Lacock without issue, which really happened, and of the 
death of George of Batchevate, who was then a boy, without 
issue. The Duke of Shrewsbury and the Earl of Sussex, who 
had married a female relative of the family, stated upon oath 
that the persons named in the deed of settlement were the 
nearest in the line of succession, and yet they had not men- 
tioned any descendants of Sherrington except Sir John of 
Lacock, and Sir William of Whittington. Even supposing 
that his learned friend was right in his statement that 





these persons had issue, yet he did not attempt to trace 
them later than the date of the settlement in 1718. Let his 
learned friend name any person in existence, and he should 
know how to deal with the matter, but their Lordships could 
not call Lord Talbot to prove a negative. The only one out of 
the sixteen persons added by the other side to Lord Talbot’s 
pedigree, who had been proved to have existed, was a Sher- 
rington, the son of Thomas, a son of Sherrington of Rudge, and 
that person had not been heard of since 1684. 

Mr. Serjeant Byles said, he believed he should be able to pro- 
duce the marriage register of the marriage of that Sherrington. 

Sir F. Kelly said, it was very hard upon Lord Talbot, that, 
every time any ancient record of a Talbot was discovered, 
his case should be delayed until it was proved to have nothing 
to do with the family. He submitted, that, upon the whole of 
the evidence as laid before them, their Lordships would pro- 
nounce in favour of Lord Talbot’s claim. 


August 13. 

The registry of the parish of Marylebone for January 1, 
1687, was produced, and by this it appeared that Sherrington 
Talbot was married by license on that day to Sarah Squires. 
On February 24, 1688, a daughter was born to them, and on 
the 26th October, 1702, a son called Sherrington, who died in 
August, 1703. The marriage license was also produced, by 
which it appeared that Sherrington Talbot was about twenty- 
four years old when he married. The object of this was to 
show that there was somebody between the Duke of Shrewsbury 
and the Bishop of Durham at the time of the settlement of the 
estates by the Duke. 

A witness from the State Paper Office was called, and pro- 
duced a document which showed that Earl Gilbert was de- 
nounced as a Jesuit priest in 1719; a fact which the counsel 
for the claimant said had been all along admitted. 

This being all the evidence in opposition to the claim at pre- 
sent produceable, 

Mr. Serjeant Byles renewed his request for time. They did 
not want days, they wanted months, to complete the pedigree 
of the family. He did not promise that they would be able to 
produce the true Earl of Shrewsbury, but— 

Lord Sr. Leonarps.—Mr. Serjeant Byles, that is the last 
thing you wish to do. It would be a bad accident for you if 
you found him. 

The Lorp CHANCcELLOR.—This matter did not stand over to 
be re-argued. Is there any further evidence? If there is not, 
the case must stand for to-morrow morning. 

Ordered accordingly. 





An interesting point was raised in the Bankruptcy Court on 
Monday last, whether the proceedings before the Court in the 
cases of trader debtors summonses should be public or not. 

Mr. Lucas, on the part of a client not named, raised the ob- 
jection, and stated that one trader had been wholly ruined by 
publicity. 

The Commissioner observed that he believed it to be the in- 
tention of the Legislature that the proceedings in this court 
should be public, and it would be a mischievous rnle to lay down 
that they should be conducted in private. The object of a 
trader debtor’s summons was to ascertain whether a man was 
solvent or not, and if he was solvent why need he fear publi- 
city ? 

Mr. Lucas.—It would ruin him. 

His Honour.—I admit there is some inconvenience to the 
debtor, but the injustice to the creditor would be far beyond it. 
There could be no injury to a solvent man, but there might be 
to a man who could not pay his way; and it was important that 
publicity should be given in times like the present, when debtors 
struggled on to the last, and made away with their property at 
the last moment. Under these circumstances, he thought the 
law acted wisely in giving publicity ; but he would confer with 
his brother Commissioners with the view of establishing a general 
tule; his own voice would still be raised in favour of publicity. 
There were parties in this court who reported the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth; whereas, in private 
arrangements, one-sided statements too often found their way 
into the newspapers. 





In the case of Singfield v. Stannard a rather important ques- 
tion, and one that is continually recurring, has been raised in 
the City Sheriff’s Court—viz. whether the court has power to 
commit after a certificate in bankruptcy ? 
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.W. R. Buchanan, Basinghall-street, appeared for the de- 
int, to show cause why he should not be committed on a 
ent summons, for non-payment of a debt which had been 
fracted in 1854; but the defendant had subsequently be- 
krupt, and obtained his certificate in October, 1853, 
i he (Mr. Buchanan) put it in, not as being a prohibition 
st the court taking further p roceedings i in ‘the matter, but 
submit to his Honour whether, in the face of the certificate, 
would make an order, when he had a discretionary power. 
Mr.. Davies, for the plaintiff, said that the late judge, Mr. 
Gurney (now Recorder), had committed the defendant for twenty- 
one days. 
«Mr, Buchanan said that was for the mode in which the debt 
contracted ; since then the amended Act had been passed i in 
mo to the County Court Act, by which final orders in in- 
solyency and certificates in bankruptcy were protection against 
subsequent proceedings in the county courts. Unfortunately, 
the City had not applied for an amendment of their Act in that 
respect, and that serious flaw existed. Still, the Court had a 
discretion, and would, no doubt, act upon the principle laid 
down in the amended County Court Act, and refuse to make 
any order. 
The judge, Mr. Prendergast, Q.C., ultimately held, that, under 
the City Act, 9 & 10 Vict., which contained similar clauses to 
the County Courts Act, and from the cases of Abbey v. Dale, and 
a case reported in 17 Jurist, p. 758, he ought not to make 
any order. The cases in insolvency and bankruptcy differed 
thus, that a protection under insolvency did not satisfy the debt 
under the original Act; but as it had been subsequently de- 
clared that an order in insolvency or a certificate in bankruptcy 
should be received as a defence, he should refuse to make any 
order. 
An illustration of the manner in which the French courts are 
inclined to deal with the decisions of our English tribunals with 
regard to foreigners residing in France, is afforded by the case 
of Hope v. Hope. It will be in the recollection of our readers 
that Mr. and Mrs. Hope, after numerous legal proceedings rela- 
tive to their divorce and to the possession of their children 
before the courts both of England and France, came, in March, 
1855, to an arrangement that their youngest child, John Henry, 
should remain with Mrs. Hope, and that the others, four in 
number, should go to their father, Mrs. Hope reserving to 
herself the privilege of seeing and corresponding with her 
children ; Mrs. Hope, besides, consented to abandon an applica- 
tion for divorce which she had made in England, and undertook 
not only not to oppose but to promote the demand for divorce 
made by him against her in that country. Yesterday, Mr. 
Hope applied to the civil tribunal to order that the child in 
question should be given up to him; and he based his demand 
on the ground that the Court of Chancery in England had 
decided that all the children should be placed under his care ; 
and that, as the arrangement of March, 1855, was not legal, 
he was not bound by it. Mrs. Hope, in reply, insisted that the 
interests of the child, who is only ten years of age, required 
that he should be left under her care; and she represented, that, 
as her husband was an Englishman, and as she by her marriage 
to him must be considered English also, a French tribunal had 
no jurisdiction over them in such a matter. She also repre- 
sented that if the arrangement of March, 1855, was not bind- 
ing in law, there was nothing to prevent the tribunal from 
declaring that it was equitable, and that it should be acted on. 
Lastly, she urged that as Mr. Hope thought fit to live apart 
from her, and refused to fulfil the duties of a husband towards 
her, though no separation between them had been pronounced 
in France, he was not warranted in insisting on exercising 
alone paternal power over all their children. The tribunal 
decided, that, as the parties are English, as Mr. Hope refused to 
receive his wife into his house though not legally separated 
from her, and as, besides, the interests of the child required that 
he should remain with his mother, it (the tribunal) had no 
jurisdiction in the matter, and that Mr. Hope’s application 
must be dismissed with costs. 








The interpretation to be put upon the 22nd section of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, was discussed in the case 
of Millar and Others vy. Draper, tried before Baron Martin, at 
the Gloucester assizes, on Monday last. Mr. Gray, who ap- 
peared for the ‘defendant, having, on re-examination of one of 
his witnesses, whether he had not made a statement to the 
plaintifi’s attorney, and being about to cross-examine him upon 
that statement, Mr. Baron Martin interfered, and said, that the 
22nd section of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, only 
allowed that course to be taken in case the witness shall, in the 





“opinion of the judge, prove adverse.” But it did not allow it 
in every case where a witness varied in his statement. His 
Lordship, after conferring with Mr. Baron Bramwell, repeated 
his opinion that the witness must be adverse before he could 
be contradicted. 
WESTERN CIRCUIT.—Bristot, Aveusr 8, 

Mr. Justice Coleridge opened the Western Circuit on Satur- 
day, at Bristol. Great interest is attached to an action, to be 
tried there, by an attorney against Mr. Simpson, of the London 
firm of A’Beckett and Simpson, for opposing him—as he alleges 
maliciously—before Mr. Commissioner Law, and getting him a 
long term of imprisonment. 








OXFORD CIRCUIT.—Guovcestrr, Aveusrt 8. 
(Before Mr. Baron Martin and Common Juries). 
DElwart vy. Marshall. 

Mr. Serjeant Pigott and Mr. W. H. Cooke appeared for the 
plaintiff; Mr. Skinner, Q. C., and Mr. Powell for the defendant. 

The plaintiff in this action, Mr. D’Elwart, was a Frenchman, 
and teacher of the French language, residing at ‘Cheltenham ; 
and he sued the defendant, Frederick Marshall, an attorney in 
the same town, to recover damages for slander, imputing to him 
that he was “a rogue, and had swindled a lady named 
Johnson of the sum of £240.” It appeared that a Cheltenham 
lady named Johnson had become interested in the plaintiff, and 
had made him divers offers of assistance. To the several plans 
proposed by the lady for his advancement the plaintiff objected, 
but having intimated that he had a strong desire for agricul- 
tural pursuits, Mrs. Johnson promised that she would purchase 
afarm for him. It was rather suggested that the plaintiff 
himself understood he was to become the proprietor, as he had 
given instructions to the defendant to procure his naturaliza- 
tion; but this point was not cleared up, for though the plain- 
tiff and Mrs. Johnson were both in court, neither of them was 
called. The defendant, it appeared, had been employed by Mrs. 
Johnson to get back a contract and abstract from the plaintiff, 
and, strongly disapproving the plaintiff's conduct in the matter, 
he expressed his opinion of him in a very unreserved manner 
to a Mr. Roberts, on which occasion, according to the evidence, 
he made use of the slanderous words now complained of. He 
also repeated the same expressions on another occasion. 

The defendant was called as a witness, and denied having 
made use of the slanderous words imputed to him; but he 
admitted having called the plaintiff a “ scoundrel,” and that he 
believed he was a “rogue,” though he said he had never called 
him by that name. 

Considerable amusement was produced in court by the viva- 
city of the little Frenchman and the pugnacious disposition of 
the defendant, who, it appeared, had been bound over to keep 
the peace, in consequence of a threat to chastise the plaintiff's 
attorney, a man named Boodle, who also practises at Chel- 
tenham. 

Mr. Serjeant Pigott offered to consent to the withdrawal of a 
juror, provided the defendant would express his regret at having 
made use of the expressions complained of. 

Mr. Skinner, as his client refused to accede to this proposal, 
contended that the words had never been spoken, and, if they 
had, the communication was privileged. 

Mr. Baron Martin having summed up the evidence, the jury 
found for the plaintiff—Damages, £40. 

Thomas y. Lewis. 


Mr. Whateley, Q.C., and Mr. Dowdeswell, appeared for the 
plaintiff ; Mr. Skinner, Q.C., and Mr. Phipson, for the defendant. 

The plaintiff in this action, Evan Thomas, was an elderly 
man who lived at Lampeter, in Cardiganshire, and he sued the 
defendant, Thomas Lewis, an attorney in the same place, to re- 
cover damages for negligence as an attorney. The chief ground 
of complaint was, that the defendant had advised the plaintiff 
that he could legally enter into certain agreements with an at- 
torney named Lloyd, which agreements were afterwards held by 
the Vice Chancellor to be bad by reason of ‘‘ champerty.” The 
defendant. denied that he had given the plaintiff any such 
advice. 

The jury found a verdict for the plaintiff, with 40s. damages, 
the plaintiff having leave’ to move to increase the damages if 
the court should be of opinion that he was entitled to more. 


August 13. 
(Before Mr. Baron Martin and a Special Jury.) 
Haddock and Another v. Lewis and Another. 
This was an action of ejectment brought to try the validity 





ing, 
the 


ber 
and 


are 
Der 
cau 
assi 


kin 
san 
12t) 
had 
exe 
tion 
into 
tion 
out 
ben 


it y 


ir- 
be 
on 


a 


m 
nd 
ns 


’ 
l- 


er 
2e, 





Aue. 15, 1857. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. #27. 








of a will made on the 14th April, 1855, by Mrs. Anne Higgins, 
an old lady, who died at a place called ‘‘ Shepherds,” about four 
miles from Newnham, on the 13th of May, 1855, at the ad- 
yanced age of eighty. Considerable interest attached to the 
inquiry, arising from the circumstance that the will in question 
was made by Mr. James Knight Smith, a solicitor, of Newnham, 
and that one moiety of the property, after paying certain legacies, 
was left to a Mrs. Elliott, an old lady of sixty-six, who was 
Mr. Smith’s mother-in-law. The other moiety was left to 
Sarah Lewis, who was the testator's first cousin. The plaintiff 
claimed as heir-at-law, and the defendants as devisees. 

The questions involved were the competency of the testator 
to make the will, and the professional propriety of the conduct 
of Mr. Smith. 

The suggestions on the part of the plaintiffs were, first, 
whether the deceased had signed the will on the 14th of April; 
secondly, whether she had ever signed any will at all. 

Mr. Baron MARTIN summed up the evidence. He said, that 
if the account Mr, Smith and his clerk gave of the transaction 
was true the will was valid; for however improper it might be 
that a will should be so executed in favour of an attorney’s 
family, there was no objection to it in point of law. 

The verdict of the jury has not yet reached us. 

The personalty involved amounts to £6,000, and the realty 
to £350 a year. 

NORTHERN CIRCUIT.—Liverpoor, Avcusr 10. 


Mr. Baron Watson opened thé Liverpool assizes on Monday, 
at twelve o'clock. The calendar is unusually heavy: There 
are 15 persons charged with murder ; 20 with stabbing, wound- 
ing, and shooting with intent to do grievous bodily harm; 
there are 18 cases of manslaughter; of rape, and attempts 
to commit rape, there are 11; of forgery, 8; of highway rob- 
bery, 30; of burglary, 83; of perjury, 8; of bigamy, 6; 
and various other offences of a serious character. 

The cause list contains an entry of 104 causes, 36 of which 
are in the Manchester and Salford list, the residue in the West 
Derby and Liverpool list. About 50 of the latter are foreign 
causes, chiefly from London, owing to Liverpool being the last 
assize town. 

COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. — Aveusr 11. 
QuEsTION As TO CompRomIsING A DeBr. 
Ex parte Executors of Hodge, In re Lane. 

In this case the assignees had agreed to accept a composition 
of 10s. in the pound on a debt of 3,000/, due from the repre- 
sentatives of Richard Hurst, deceased. An order had been 
made by the court, under the 153rd section of the Act, authorising 
the assignees to accept the proposal. 

Mr. Heather, on behalf of certain creditors, now moved the 
court to rescind its former order, on the ground that it had been 
made without the consent of several large creditors, and under a 
misapprehension as to the rights of the assignees against the 
debtor. It appeared that the bankrupt (Lane) held two judg- 
ments against Hurst, on whose estate they ranked as third 
incumbrancers; and the question was, whether those judgments 
had been sufficiently registered, so as to take precedence of 
subsequent incumbrancers. The assignees had acted on the 
supposition that they had not, and hence the compromise. 

Mr. Stevens (of the Chancery bar) who had advised the 
assignees in the matter, supported the order of the court, and 
cited the Acts of 5 Anne, and 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, and subse- 
quent statutes, relating to the registration of judgments. On 
the authority of Westbrook v. Blyth (23 Law Journ. N. S. 386) 
and Hughes v. Lumley (1 Jur. N. S. 422), he contended that 
a judgment was inoperative where the property was situate in a 
register county (Yorkshire or Middlesex) unless it was regis- 
tered both in the Court of Common Pleas and in the register 
office of the county. 

Mr. Commissioner Goulburn. said, he had at first doubted 
whether individual creditors could interfere, in a case of this 
kind, with the discretion of the assignees and the court as to 
sanctioning a composition; but a fuller consideration of the 
12th clause, that which gave the court primary jurisdiction, 
had led him to the conclusion’ that creditors had the right to 
exercise surveillance over the assignees in respect to composi- 
tions, and were entitled to have the matter openly inquired 
into, and discussed. In this case it appeared that the composi- 
tion had been sanctioned by creditors to the amount of £18,000 
out of £23,000; and no one could doubt that it was one highly 
beneficial to the estate, for there were serious doubts as to the 
validity of thejudgments. In administering a bankrupt estate, 
it was not the duty of the asssignees to contest every moot 
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point to the last, a course which could only result in tr fe Tt 
the assets to the pockets of the lawyers; they would exer 


a sound discretion in agreeing to such a compromise 48 put an. 
end to a litigation which threatened to be most protracted and. ~ 


costly. The motion must be dismissed, but as it was a very. 
proper one to be made, the costs would be allowed out of the 
estate. 5 
August 12. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GOULBURN). 
Tue Ricur or A BankRrupr To pAss HIS Last ExAmina- 
TION ON UNVOUCHED ACCOUNTS. 
In re J. Ellison. 


This was a last examination sitting, in which Mr. Bagley 
(instructed by Messrs. Reid, Marsden, & Co.) was counsel for 
the assignees, and Mr. Hubbard was for the bankrupt. 

Mr. Bagley prayed an adjournment without day, on the 
ground that the accounts were unsatisfactory, being unvouched 
by books, and a large sum of money (867/. 2s. 5d.) wholly 
unaccounted for, otherwise than by estimating it as expended 
under trade and personal expenditure. 

It appeared that the trade and personal expenditure of the 
bankrupt, during a period of a year and seven months, 
amounted to—personal, 14997. 15s. 9d., and trade, 872. 18s. 
—total, 23721. 3s. 9d.; -whilst his profits during that period 
were stated by himself to be only 160/. 6s. He commenced his 
account on October 22, 1855, with a deficiency of 15932 15s. 1d., 
which was now increased to about £5351 on his own showing. 
There was no cash-book, and the other books were quite 
insufficiently kept to make other than what is called a “ raised 
account ” since the bankruptcy. 

Mr. Bagley prayed an adjournment without day; and Mr. 
Hubbard was heard for the bankrupt contra. In the course of 
the argument the case of a bankrupt named Sellers was adverted 
to, in which the Lords Justices had passed the accounts of a 
bankrupt wholly unvouched, and disclosing no assets, nor any 
account of how he had disposed of them, other than by a state- 
meut and figures made by an accountant, and wholly unvouched 
and unsupported by proof of any kind. 

His Honour said that before he finally disposed of this or 
other similar cases, he must be informed, with some degree of 
accuracy, as to what the Lords Justices had said touching a 
bankrupt’s last examination—what it was and ought tobe. He 
(Mr. Commissioner Goulburn) had always considered, and he 
had had now nearly 40 years’ experience in bankruptcy matters, 
that at a bankrupt’s last examination he was bound to render 
to his creditors “a full and true account of his estate and effects, 
vouched by reasonable evidence.” Such he had heard to be 
the rule—he believed from the lips of Lord Eldon himself. It 
would appear from accounts, which had been, no doubt, 
inaccurately put forth, that the appellate jurisdiction had ruled 
(in the case referred to and others from Mr. Commissioner 
Evans’s court) that’ the last examination of a bankrupt was 
simply to receive such account as he might think fit to give, 
and without vouching any of the items therein, either by his 
books or otherwise; and that, upon such an account, the court 
were bound to “pass” the account, not as a “‘ full, or true, or 
satisfactory one,” but as the only one the bankrupt could, or 
thought fit to, give to his creditors of his estate and effects, 
Such a principle (his Honour remarked) seemed to his mind to 
be one fraught with infinite mischief, and if acted upon would 
make a bankrupt’s last examination a mere ceremony—costly 
to the creditors, and worse than useless to them. He should 
adjourn this case without day, and take means to be informed 
as to what really had been ruled by the Lords Justices in the 
case referred to. 

Examination adjourned sine die. 

Aug. 13. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner FANE). 
In re Hugh Innes Cameron. 

This was the day appointed for the last examination of this 
bankrupt, so well known from his connexion with the Royal 
British Bank. No accounts had been filed; but a statement 
has already appeared, which makes his liabilities, independent 
of those to the bank, about £8,000. He is made bankrupt as 
a sheep salesman, of Kensington. 

Mr. Linklater appeared for the asssignees, and Mr. Cotterill 
for the bankrupt. 

Mr. Cotteri#l—I appear for Mr. Cameron, and I have to 
make application to your Honour that a quantity of papers 
which were taken from him by the French authorities when he 
was arrested, and subsequently, by arrangement, came inte the 
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hands of Mr. Linklater, may be restored to Mr. Cameron, inas- 
much as they in no way relate to his dealings as a trader, and it 

isessential that he should have them, in order to prepare his 
defence for the prosecution which has been instituted against 
him. 

The CommissionER.—But I cannot make a general order that 
all these papers should be delivered up. There must be some 
distinction. What course do you propose to pursue ? 

Mr. Cotterill.—That some third party should examine the 
papers, and hand over to us such as do not relate to his dealings 
as a trader. 

Mr. Linklater.—I cannot consent to that. I should not be 
satisfied with. the inspection of the papers by any other eyes 
than my own. I am quite content to undergo that ordeal, along 
with my friend, in order to see which of the papers relate to 
Mr. Cameron’s estate, and which of them to his dealings with 
the Royal British Bank; because if there be anything relating 
to his dealings, either as a trader on his own account, or in 
connexion with the bank, I should ask to retain possession of 
those documents. On the other hand, such of them as relate to 
family matters, or things of that kind, I have no wish to retain. 

The Commisstonrr.—Then I cannot interfere. How can J, 
sitting here in bankruptcy, order Mr Linklater to deliver up 
documents in his possession belonging to the assignees, which 
may be useful to them in carrying on a prosecution ? 

The matter then dropped. 

It is understood that the bankrupt declines to file any 
balance-sheet, of which advantage might be taken for the pro- 
secution, until after November; and the assignees have consented 
in the meantime to accept a statement of the debts and assets 
particularising the assets now to be collected. 

At the last meeting the bankrupt was ordered to be discharged 
from custody, and an allowance of £3 per week was made 
to him. 

The examination was then adjourned till the 30th of 
October. 





OATHS TAKEN BY MEMBERS. 


The report from the select committee on oaths taken by 
members, together with the proceedings of the committee, has 
just been published. 

At the first sitting Lord J. Russell, at the instance of Mr. 
Disraeli, was moved into the chair. The committee then 
deliberated and considered the provisions of the 5 & 6 
Will. 4, c. 62. On the following day a motion was made and 
question proposed by the Attorney-General :—“ That in the 
opinion of this committee, the House of Commons is included 
within the following words of the 8th section of 5 & 6 
Will. 4, c. 62; that is to say, ‘all bodies now by law, or by 
statute, or by any valid usage, authorised to administer or 
receive any oath.’” Mr. Disraeli moved an amendment, to 
leave out from the word ‘“ That,” to the end of the question, in 
order to add the words, “It is expedient, before it comes to any 
decision on the matter referred to its investigation by the House, 
that this committee should obtain permission from the House to 
hear counsel on the application of the statute 5 & 6 Will. 
4, c. 62, to the Houses of Parliament,”—but this amendment 
was, by leave, withdrawn. On the motion of the right hon. 
gentleman it was agreed, by 14 votes to 9, to postpone the 
consideration of the question. On the third day of meeting 
(Monday last) the committee took into consideration an 
amendment, moved by Mr. Warren at the previous sitting— 
viz., to leave out from the word “ committee” to the end of the 
question, in order to add the words “it would be expedi- 
ent, regard being had to the late period of the session, and the 
public and private engagements of its members, that they should 
report to the House that the committee deem it advisable that 
it should be re-appointed at the commencement of the ensuing 
session.” It was agreed, however, “that the words ‘that in 
the opinion of this committee the’ stand part of the question.” 
The main question was then put—“ That in the opinion of this 
committee the House of Commons is included within the fol- 
lowing words of the 8th section of the 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 62; that 
is to say, ‘All bodies now by law or statute, or by any valid 
usage, authorised to administer or receive any oath.’”—The 
committee divided : Ayes, 13—Mr. Dilwyn, Mr. Disraeli, Mr. 
Headlam, Mr. Horsman, Mr. Attorney-General, Mr. Roebuck, 
Lord Stanley, Sir J. Pakington, the Lord Advocate, Mr. 
Villiers, Mr. Ayrton, Mr. Greer, Mr. Bowyer. Noes, 16—Mr. 
Cobbett, Mr. Gladstone, Sir G. Grey, Mr. Henley, Mr. Malins, 
Mr. Napier, Mr. Rolt, Mr. Walpole, Mr. Whiteside, Lord J. 
Manners, Mr. Macaulay, Mr. Wigram, Mr. Adams, Mr. 








Fitzgerald, Mr. Craufurd, Mr. Maguire. The committee agreed 
to report to the House as follows: The following resolution was 
proposed by a member of the committee :—“ That in the opinion 
of this committee, the House of Commons is included within 
the following words of the 8th section of 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 62; 
that is to say, ‘All bodies now by law or statute, or by any 
valid usage, authorised to apminister or receive any oath.’ 
Upon deliberation, the resolution passed in the negative.” 
Ordered to report. 





Tue Statute Law Commission.—A return has been pub- 
lished showing how the balance of £3,029 on the 30th of April, 
1856, and the sum of £1,911 voted in 1856, for the purposes of 
the above Commission, had been expended. The total payments 
to draftsmen from April, 1856, to June, 1857, amounted to 
£2,285. The total amount voted since 1854 has been £9,490, 
and of this £8,685 has been expended.— Times. 


The Right Hon. James Stuart Wortley, M.P., is, we are 
happy to learn, recovered from his severe attack of illness, the 
only effects remaining being a slight weakness. The hon. and 
learned gentleman has just returned to town from Eserick Park, 
Yorkshire, Lord Wenlock’s seat, where he had remained in 
seclusion to renovate his health. We understand, that, at the 
solicitation of his more intimate friends, he purposes, after the 
ensuing vacation, to resume his professional duties at the bar, 
and hopes in the next session to be able to take a useful part in 
the House of Commons.—Daily News. 


PRoROGATION OF PARLIAMENT.—The public business has so 
far advanced—in spite of needless obstructions—that the termi- 
nation of the session may now be confidently looked for. Every 
effort will be made to bring the session to a close on Saturday, 
the 22nd instant, so as to enable her Majesty to prorogue Par- 
liament in person, previous to the departure of the Court for the 
north, which will take place on Monday, the 24th instant, in the 
event of the session being over at the expected time.— Observer. 


It is stated in political circles, that Mr. Phinn, the late 
Secretary of the Admiralty, is about to proceed to the colonies, 
having accepted an appointment.—Liverpool Albion. 


Town CLERK oF Carpirr.—Mr. E. P. Richards having 
resigned the office of Town Clerk, the Council unanimously 
elected Mr. B. Matthews as his successor. 


The Ministerial whitebait dinner is fixed for Wednesday, the 
19th instant, at the Trafalgar, Greenwich.—Globe. 


In the House of Lords, the decision in the case of the South 
Eastern Railway Company v. Joctin has been postponed sine die. 


In the Bankruptcy Court Mr. Commissioner Fane has ordered 
proceedings to be instituted against a Mr. Solomon, an alleged 
debtor to the Hastings Bank of over £3,000. The case came 
before the Court Jn re Smith, Scrivens, § Co. 





ELECTION EXPENSES. 


GREENWICH.—It appears, from the official statement of Mr. 
James (the election auditor), that at the last election the expenses 
of Sir W. Codrington were 1,096/. 12s. 6d., and of Mr. Montagu 
Chambers (who was unseated), 1,0392 0s. 1d. 


Oxrorp Ciry.—The total expenses of the four candidates 
for the representation of the city of Oxford at the general 
election in March last were 2,545/. 3s. 10d., of which sum Mr. 
Langston’s return cost 660/. 12s. 10d., including £200 and 
13/. 13s. toagents. Mr. Neate’s election cost 550/. 5s. 6d., in- 
cluding 50 guineas to the agent. The expenses of the unsuc- 
cessful candidates were much larger in proportion, the Right 
Hon. Edward Cardwell’s alone amounting to 928/. 11s. 2d, 
including £205 each to his two agents; while Mr. Serjeant 
Gaselee, who only polled 225 votes, disbursed a sum of 
405/. 14s. 4d., including £84 and 32/. 5s. to agents. 


Oxrorp Counry.—Expenses of the county election were— 
G. G. Harcourt, Esq., 2077. 6s. 2d.; the Right Hon. J. W. 
Henley, 52/. 4s. 6d.; Colonel North, 57/. 2s. 4d.; H. H. Pelly 
Hinde, Esq., 87/. 15s. 3d. The latter gentleman only issued 
an address, and met the electors at the town-hall, after which 
he retired from the contest. 


Banspury.—Mr. Tancred, the successful candidate, expended 
208i. 0s. 5d., while his opponent’s (Mr. Yates) expenses were £81. 


Woopsrock.—The Marquis: of Blandford’s (now Duke of 
Marlborough) expenses were 51/7. 1s. 11d. 
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Recent Decisions in Chancery. 


PRINCIPAL AND SuRETY—DISCHARGE. 
Pearl v. Deacon, 5 W. R. 702; S. C. 793. 

The reported cases touching the relations of principal and 
surety abound in subtle distinctions, and there is no class of de- 
cisions in which it is more important for the lawyer to understand 
the foundation on which the law has based the relations be- 
tween parties. In the present case, a publican borrowed £250 
from his landlord, for which he gave an assignment of his pen- 
sion, a bill of sale of his furniture, and also two notes of £125 
each, in one of which the plaintiff joined as surety, there being 
another surety for the other moiety. The plaintiff was aware 
at the time when he became surety that the bill of sale had 
been given. The landlord, who was the defendant in the suit, 
seized the furniture for rent which accrued subsequently to the 
loan transaction; and the plaintiff in this suit claimed to be re- 
lieved pro tanto from his obligation as surety by the act of the 
creditor in taking for another claim the property which formed 
part of the security for the debt which the plaintiff had guaran- 
teed. The Master of the Rolls decided in favour of the plain- 
tiff’s claim, and his Honour’s decree was affirmed on appeal by 
the Lords Justices. It was argued, on behalf of the plaintiff, 
that the distress which had been put in by the creditor was not 
within the scope of the contract between him and the surety. 
The Master of the Rolls, however, did not decide upon this 
ground, but on the ground of the equity arising out of the re- 
lation between the parties; and in this distinction he followed 
the doctrine laid down or recognised in numerous decisions. In 
the common case of contribution among co-sureties, where there 
is no express contract for contribution, the right of one surety 
who has paid the principal debt or any part of it, to enforce 
contribution from a co-surety, depends, as Lord Eldon observed 
in Craythorne v. Swinburne (14 Ves. 164), “ rather upon a prin- 
ciple of equity than upon contract; unless in this sense, that 
the principle of equity being in its operation established, a con- 
tract may be inferred upon the implied knowledge of that prin- 
ciple by all persons; and it must be upon such a ground of im- 
plied assumpsit, that, in modern times, courts of law have 
assumed a jurisdiction upon this subject.” But though a surety 
is liable to contribute, rather by force of a principle of 
equity than by contract, it is clear that a surety may, by con- 
tract, place himself out of the reach of the principle, which, 
however, had not been done in this case. The relation between 
the creditor and surety has been sometimes stated so high as to 
make the creditor a trustee for the surety, in respect of the 
securities which the creditor holds for his debt; and it cannot 
now be questioned that sureties are entitled to the benefit of 
every security which the creditor holds against the principal. 
If the relations of the parties were based upon contract, a ques- 
tion might frequently erise as to knowledge of the contracting 
parties at the time when the contract was entered into; and it 
might be doubtful whether a surety would be entitled to have 
the benefit of other securities than those which were known to 
him to exist when he guaranteed the debt. In Pearl y. Deacon 
this question could not arise, because there the surety knew 
that the creditor had taken the bill of sale as a security; but 
even if it were otherwise, there is little room for doubt, that, 
upon the authority of several cases which have never been 
impugned, the plaintiff would have been entitled to be relieved, 
pro tanto, from his obligation. The analogous case of Deering 
v. Lord Winchelsea (2 Bos. & Pull. '268) (approved of by Lord 
Eldon, 14 Ves. 165), is a distinct authority, that, where a person 
becomes surety, not knowing that there is another surety for 
the same debt, the right of contribution in his favour exists 
just as fully as if he were aware of the existence of the other 
suretyship. In the present case, if the bill of sale had been 
given at a different time, and as a security for the other moiety 
of the debt, it would be similar to the case of Wade v. Coope 
(2 Sim. 155), where it was held, that, under such circumstances, 
the surety was not entitled to the benefit of the security. 


° 


Soticirorn AND CLIENT—TAXATION UNDER 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73. 
Re Strother, 5 W. R. 797. 


The decisions under the 87th and 41st sections of this Act have 
been very numerous and conflicting. One of the commonest 
grounds upon which petitions are presented for taxation after 
payment, or after the expiration of twelve months from the deli- 
very of the bill of costs, is alleged overcharge ; and though many 
cases involving this question have been decided, it is still difficult 
to say whether or not even gross overcharge, in the absence of 











fraud, is sufficient to obtain an order for taxation under the 
Act. There are decisions to the effect that mere overcharges, 
even though considerable, are not a sufficient ground, unless, 
indeed, the overcharges are of such a nature as to raise the 
presumption of fraud. In Re Strother, Wood, V.C., appears to 
have considered that mere overcharge of itself would justify 
taxation after the lapse of the time from the delivery of the bill 
fixed by the statute; though it was not necessary for his 
Honour then to have decided the case upon that ground, inas- 
much as there were other “special circumstances” to support 
the decision. There had been a dispute about some of the 
principal items, from the time when the bill was delivered, in 
reference to parliamentary proceedings, of which the solicitor 
admitted his client’s ignorance; and, moreover, the solicitor 
had made no demand for payment until the twelve months 
had passed. Therefore, though the Vice-Chancellor appears to 
have said that “ overcharge and pressure need not be combin 
either would justify taxation,” the case cannot be considered as 
an authority that mere overcharge, without other circumstances, 
will induce the court to order taxation under the statute. The 
most recent decision of the Court of Appeal, on the point of 
taxation after payment, is Re Boyle, Ex parte Turner (4 W. RB. 
617), and there both the Lords Justices considered that the over; 
charge must be so gross as to amount to fraud to induce the 
court to tax a bill after payment; and there is no difference ig 
principle between the case of taxation after payment and after 
the lapse of twelve months from the delivery of the bill. The 
judgment of the Vice-Chancellor, at all events, does not pro- 
ceed upon the assumption of any such distinction. As well ag 
we can extract a principle from the long catalogue of cases on 
the subject which are to be found in the books—especially in 
the fourteen last volumes of Mr. Beavan’s ‘ Reports "—the 
rule appears to be, that overcharge simply is not such a special 
circumstance as the Court considers to justify taxation under the 
87th and 41st sections; but that, where the overcharge is ob- 
viously gross in its amount, or where it is accompanied by other 
circumstances suggestive of fraud, the Court will presume 
fraud; and the overcharge will not be allowed to stand in equity, 
any more than any other fraudulent transaction, 
a 
Cases at Common Law dpecially Enteresting to 
Attornens, 
SrrikInG ofr THE RoLtr—APPLICATION TO BE RESTORED— 
PRACTICE. 
Re Thomas Simpson, 1 C. B., N. S., 554. 

Mr. Simpson, an attorney, obtained, at his own request, from 
the Court of Common Pleas, a rule to strike him off the roll of 
that court—his object being, to be called to the bar. The rule 
was acted on, and his name struck off accordingly. Application 
in his behalf was afterwards made to restore him to the roll, on 
an affidavit stating he had abandoned the intention of going to 
the bar, and was desirous of resuming his practice as an attor- 
ney. But, inasmuch as this affidavit described him to be “ one 
of the attorneys of the Court of Common Pleas,” notwithstand- 
ing the erasure of his name from the roll in consequence of the 
above-mentioned rule, the Court, previously to granting his 
request, required the affidavit to be resworn and amended. 





ENLarcinG RULE FOR THE PURPOSES OF SERVICE— 
PRACTICE. 
Grissold v. Harding, Official Manager of the British Bank, 
1C. B., N. 8., 556. 

In this case judgment against the defendant, as official 
manager of the bank, having been obtained by the plaintiff, a 
rule had issued calling upon one of the shareholders to show 
cause why there should not be execution on such judgment 
against him; but the plaintiff's attorneys had been unable to 
serve the party to whom the notice of the application had been 
addressed, in consequence of his having left his former place of 
abode: Leave was accordingly applied for, on the last day of 
term, to amend the rule, and to enlarge it until the first day of 
the next term; but the Court demurred, asking how they could 
so deal with a rule after it had run out. Master Park, how- 
ever, stated that what was asked was commonly done, for the 
purpose of service, in the Queen’s Bench; the amended rule 
being, in effect, treated as a new one. And on this the Court 
of Common Pleas acceded to the application. 

ParerR Books—DELIVERY BY ONE PARTY IN DEFAULT OF 
DELIVERY BY THE OTHER—EFFECT OF. 
Simmons v. Siggers, 1 C. B., N. S., 583. 
By r. 16 of the General Practice Rules of Hilary Term, 
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1853, it is provided, that, four clear days before the day 
appointed for the argument of a demurrer, the plaintiff must 
deliver copies of the demurrer both to the chief and senior 
puisne judge; and the defendant, to the next two senior 
judges; and that, in default of either party, the opposite party 
may, on the day following, deliver the required copies; and 
that the party making default shal] not be heard fill he have 
paid for the copies so delivered in default, or have deposited 
with the master a sum sufticient for the purpose. 

In the above case the paper books had been delivered by the 
defendant’s attorney in default of the plaintiff; and on the 
demurrer being called on, it was objected, on behalf of the 
defendant, that the plaintiff could not be heard. The attorney 
for the plaintiff not being present to pay for the books, applica- 
tion was made that the case might stand over; but the Court 
said that it was not usual in such a case to grant time, and 
gave judgment for the defendant. 

It would appear from Dorsett v. Asplin (11 C. B. 651), that, 
in the above case, the plaintiff might be let in, if he came the 
next day with an affidavit of merits; and it would also seem, 
that, in the Queen’s Bench, it would be necessary to give 
notice of the default to the opposite party, by filing an affidavit 
or otherwise. At Icast, that was so before the present rules 
under a rule of Hil. Term, 4 Will. 4, to the same effect. (See 
Sandall v. Bennett, 2 Ad. & E. 204). In the Common Pleas, 
on the other hand, no notice of the objection has been ever 
required; though, in the case of Dorsett y. Asplin, above 
referred to, Jervis, C. J., remarked, “It is only fair and proper 
that notice should be given.” 


Bankruptcy—“ KEEepinG THE House,” MEANING OF. 
Clements v. M‘Kibben, 2 H. & N. 62. 

Among the acts the committal of any of which is specified 
by the Bankruptcy Consolidation Act, 1849 (having been in- 
corporated into that statute from the general law of bankruptcy), 
to be an act of bankruptcy, is that of the trader’s “ beginning 
to keep his house.” What this imports is not, perhaps, so clear 
as it might be; but the above case throws some light on the 
subject. The alleged bankrupt (one Phillips) had bought 
from the defendant a large quantity of beef, and immediately 
after its delivery circumstances occurred to convince the 
defendant that it had been fraudulently purchased from him 
at a time when Phillips knew himself to be insolvent. He 
accordingly went to the house of Phillips and asked to 
see him, claiming, at the same time, the re-delivery of the 
beef, as having been obtained from him by fraud. He was 
refused admittance; but, through the intervention of the soli- 
citor of Phillips, the beef was ultimately given up, and 
Phillips, on a subsequent day, was adjudged a bankrupt. His 
assignees (the plaintiffs in the present action) now sued the 
defendant for the value of the beef, alleging that their 
title related back to the day on which Phillips committed an 
act of bankruptcy by “keeping his house,” by refusing to see 
the defendant, as above mentioned. The Court, however, said 
there was nothing to show the refusal to see the defendant had 
been made with intent to defeat or delay a creditor. In the first 
place, the defendant was not a creditor, but an applicant for the 
return of the goods; and in the next place, for aught that ap- 
peared, if the defendant had come to demand money, Phillips 
would have seen him, and requested him to take a Dill. 
Judgment was given for the defendant. 


DIscHARGE OF JUDGMENT DEBTOR BY ORDER OF THE AT- 
TORNEY—ACTION AGAINST SHERIFF, 
Hodges v. Paterson, 26 L. J., Exch., 223. 

This was an action against the sheriff for a wrongful dis- 
charge of a judgment debtor; and it appeared that the defence 
was, that the judgment debtor, after his arrest, had been dis- 
charged under a written order of the attorney for the plaintiff. 
The judgment debtor had been taken on a ca. sa.; and the 
attorney, while in ignorance of that fact, wrote thus to the 
officer :—‘ I hereby countermand the writ of ca. sa. until further 
Notice ;” and, on the same day that the officer received this 
letter, the prisoner was discharged. The judge who tried the 
action thought that this letter was no authority to discharge 
the debtor within the meaning of the 126th section of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, which provides that a 
written order under the hand of the attorney in the cause by 
whom any ca. sa. shall have been issued, shall justify the 
sheriff, &c., in whose custody the party may be under such writ, 
in discharging his prisoner, unless such sheriff, &c., has received 
written notice to the contrary from the party for whom the 
attorney professes to act. However, at the solicitation of the 


defendant’s counsel, the judge left that question to the jury, 
who found for the defendant. The Court now set aside the trial, 
on the ground that it was a misdirection to leave the construc- 
tion of the letter at all to the jury—the question being for the 
judge. 

It is to be remarked, that, though an attorney has always 
had the power of directing the sheriff to discharge his prisoner, 
who has been taken on a capias ad respondendum (see Taylor v, 
Brander, 1 Esp. 45; Martin v. Francis, 2 B. & Ad. 402), he 
had no such authority if the prisoner was arrested on a capias 
ad satisfuciendum, until the provision of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, above noticed, extended the rule, with certain qua- 
lifications, to the execution writ. Even now, it is in the power 
of the client, if he pleases, by a written notice, to retain the 
prisoner in custody. As to how far notice to the sheriff's officer 
is notice to the sheriff himself, the case of Howard v. Cauty 
(2 D. & L. 115) may be consulted with advantage. 


Venve—DerectivE Notice or TRIAL—IRREGULARITY, 
PRACTICE AS TO. 
Selwyn v. Smith, 26 L. J., Exch., 226. 

In this action, the venue was laid in Middlesex; and before 
plea, a summons for time to plead was taken out, indorsed by 
the plaintiff’s attorney, in the usual way. ‘ Take an order for 
five days on the usual terms; the venue to be changed to Glou- 
cester.” The order was drawn up by the defendant’s attorney 
in the usual form—‘“ Taking short notice of trial;” adding 
“ for the assizes,” but not mentioning Gloucester. Notice of 
trial, however, was given for Gloucester. On the day before 
the commission day, the attorneys met, and the plaintiff’s at- 
torney said he feared he had made a mistake in giving notice 
for Gloucester, and that it would be of no use to deliver briefs. 
Afterwards, however, being advised otherwise, he delivered 
briefs, and obtained a verdict in the absence of the defendant, 
who did not appear. An application was—on the day before 
execution after the above verdict could issue—made to the Court 
to set aside the trial and all proceedings, upon an affidavit stating 
the above facts, and also that the indorsement as to change of 
venue to Gloucester was made by mistake, and that all the de- 
fendant meant by drawing up the order with the words as to 
taking notice of trial “for the assizes” was to meet the case of 
there not being time to give notice for the town sittings. And 
it was submitted, that, there having been, in point of fact, no 
order to change the venue, the trial was a nullity, as it had 








taken place in a county different from that in which the venue 
was laid. The Court, however, said that there was an order to 
change, and that the only mistake which had been committed 
was the neglect to mention therein the name of the new county, 
and to alter the declaration accordingly. These, however, were 
matters of irregularity only; and as the motion to set aside the 
trial was not made until the very day before that on which 
execution could issue, and as there was neither an affidavit of 
merits nor any statement as to the amount of the verdict, they 
refused to entertain the application. 

It would seem to have been the defendant’s proper course in 
this case, as soon as he received the notice of trial for Glou- 
cester, to have moved to set it aside. For it is a rule that he 
who moves to set aside proceedings on the ground of irregularity 
must ask to set aside the first proceeding in which the irregu- 
larity occurs. (See Hardwick v. Wardle, 4 D. & L, 739). 


> 
> a 


Correspondence, 


DUBLIN.—(From our own Correspondent.) 
ProrerRTY QUALIFICATION OF LAWYERS IN PARLIAMENT. 


It is quite in accordance with the known habits of mankind 
that every now and then an example should be made of some 
delinquent who merely acts, as many others act, in violating 
some law or regulation of questionable wisdom. The majority 
of mankind will not submit to rules of which the expediency 
is (to say'the least) not obvious, and which are based on no 
recognised maxim of morality. . Hence, the constant evasions 
of such laws; and, amongst others, of the law prescribing a 
real property qualification for members of Parliament. We 
have no intention of entering upon the question—How far any 
property qualification whatever is desirable? Such an inquiry 
would be necessarily foreign to the objects of Tue Soxicrrors’ 
JOURNAL, as trenching on the forbidden ground of politics ; 
all that we propose to consider is, the working of a law which 








requires of all members of Parliament, including professional 
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men, a property qualification of a ‘particular kind—i. e. land, 
or a charge on land, of a certain annual value. 


Now, it will scarcely be denied, that a small portion only of 
the barristers and solicitors who are actually practising as such, 
possess the particular kind and quantity of property required by 
law ; and it follows that but few would be bond fide qualitied, if 
elected, to take their seats in the Legislature. Speaking from 
observation, we are disposed to think that solicitors usually 
invest their accumulations partly in their business, and partly 
on mortgage, or in the public funds. Railway shares, of the 
better kind, are also in demand with both branches of the pro- 
fession. It is generally late in life that the practising lawyer, 
with a view to establishing his name and family in some pro- 
vincial locality, begins investing in land, and continues by 
degrees adding to his possessions, until, with that innate love 
of territorial distinction, which is as strong in those who are not 
as in those who are inscribed on the roll of the landed gentry, he 
foresees, in imagination, the names and armorial bearings of his 
descendants figuring in that revered volume. But whatever 
successful ambition may lead to, it will not be denied, that, while 
in the prime of life and the zenith of actual practice, the lawyer 
is not, in general, a landed proprietor; so that when he is best 
fitted for public life, he is actually in terms excluded from it by 
the law which requires this one particular kind of qualification. 
In point of fact, however, the law does little harm in the way 
of excluding from Parliament men who would otherwise obtain 
seats, for a sense of its upreasonableness has reconciled even 
honourable and otherwise scrupulous men to attempt constant 
evasions of it. When men of this stamp will consent to 
evade a law, we hold that it ought at once to be abolished, or, 
at least, altered so far as to admit of one’s doing straightfor- 
wardly what one can do by indirect means. 


The facts which were in evidence last week before the 
Beverley Election Committee were quite sufficient to induce 
thoughtful men to consider well the existing law, and the con- 
stant attempts made to evade it. That may, indeed, be called 
an extreme case; but we cannot, after all, see that Mr. E. A, 
Glover, who now finds himself ignominiously unseated, and 
even brought under the notice of the Attorney-General, is, in 
reality, more deserving of reprobation than many other sitting 
members, whose qualifications, without being one whit more 
substantial, are yet so artistically fabricated, that, if called in 
question, they would doubtless stand the test. It will be re- 
membered that Mr. Glover, on becoming M.P. for Beverley, 
qualified on the strength of a heavily encumbered property in 
the county of Cork, which is moreover legally vested in his 
assignee in insolvency, and therefore cannot be considered as his 
own for any purpose whatever. There can be little doubt, that, 
had unfortunate Mr. Glover been in the hands of more astute 
advisers, he might have retained his seat in spite of the fact of 
his wanting a genuine qualification. Representing himself as 
the zealous recruit of a great party in Parliament, ten minutes’ 
negotiation at one of the political clubs in Pall-mall would have 
ended in his obtaining a grant of a rent-charge of the requisite 
amount, issuing out of the lands of Blackacre, to hold to him 
and his heirs for and during the life of A. B. (aged 97 last 
birthday, and in a most infirm condition). The deed securing 
the rent-charge would then have been safely locked up in the 
strong box of the grantor’s solicitor; or, if it became positively 
necessary to produce it, safe precautions would have been taken 
to prevent its being applied to any other purpose, or, perchance, 
a bond to a large amount, with a proper defeazance, conditioned 
for a re-couveyance, might have been executed by the aspiring 
candidate for parliamentary honours; and so the fears of the 
said grantor would be quieted—every one’s object would have 
been attained—and the letter of the law would have been 
obeyed. 

That transactions like this are of daily occurrence during a 
general election, we confidently assert; and the question is, 
whether a system should be retained which compels professional 
men entering Parliament to have recourse to such shifts and 
expedients, or, to take the other alternative, excludes those who 
have tender consciences from Parliament until such time as they 
shall rejoice in their territorial possessions. We submit (as- 
suming, of course, as we, discussing the subject in these columns, 
are bound to assume, that a property qualification is to remain 
a sine quad non) that any candidate ought to be allowed to 
qualify on proving that he possesses property in the funds, in 
shares, or elsewhere, to a certain amount; or, better still, on 
showing that he enjoys an annual income of a certain magni- 
tude; and, for these purposes, it would be well to collate the 
declaration or affidavit of the new member with his income-tax 





returns, as the latter document is one in which the amount is 
hardly likely to be over-stated. 





EDINBURGH.—(Firom our own Correspondent.) 

In England no provision seems to be made for the defence of 
prisoners, and it must often happen that innocent people are 
convicted, especially in petty cases; for there can be no doubt 
that there is often a strong desire on the part of the police to 
convict ; and where the desire exists, and there is little fear of 
contradiction, unscrupulous officers will often state as facts what 
originally were mere suspicions. It is not meant that the police 
as a body are unscrupulous—far from it—but in so large a 
number it must happen that there are untruthful as well as 
over-zealous men, who are nearly as dangerous; and it is not 
possible for any judge to protect a prisoner against either class. 
In Scotland, they manage matters rather better in this respect, 
although, after all, when the practical working of the system is 
examined and understood, there is little to boast of, although it 
is still better than no system at all. The various bodies of soli- 
citors nominate each year certain members, generally two from 
each body, whose duty it is to attend to the interest of the 
various prisoners, in concert with certain members of the bar, 
who are selected by that body to act as counsel for criminals. 
As, in Scotland, the Crown is bound to furnish a criminal with 
a list of the witnesses meant to be examined for the prosecution, 
the criminal agents generally consider themselves bound to see 
the principal witnesses for the Crown if resident in Edinburgh 
or the neighbourhood, and they are therefore able to inform the 
prisoner's counsel of any defects that may exist in the evidence 
for the prosecution; but they seldom go further than this—and 
it very rarely happens in Scotland that a criminal makes a de- 
fence or a counter-case, although doubtless this might be often 
possible. Still it is something to know what the Crown wit- 
nesses will say, and in Scotland prisoners generally have this 
advantage. It will be difficult to improve upon this system so 
long as there is no fund provided to meet necessary outlay, for 
it is of course out of the question that agents should advance 
any money for the defence of a criminal with whose interests 
they may be theoretically charged; and every one knows that 
it is impossible to make any active defence without some re- 
sources. The plan of providing a public fund for the defence of 
criminals has been proposed, however; and it is believed, that, 
if only necessary outlay was allowed to be charged against it, 
justice would be done to prisoners too poor to purchase it for 
themselves, and jobbery would be excluded. Perhaps this sug- 
gestion may contain the germ of a just system—but it will be 
difficult to persuade the country that it is proper to provide for 
the defence as well as for the prosecution of criminals. 

The French system, which seems to consist in this, that the 
bar has the privilege of calling on any of its members to defend 
a criminal, has been greatly lauded; but unless there is some 
provision for the preparation of a case preparatory to trial, 
which can hardly be done without money, the French have not 
practically made any great step in advance of us. 

The public of Edinburgh seems to be at last awakening 
from a dream; for the Town Council, which fairly enough 
represents the mercantile community in that city, has discovered 
that Scotch Bills are hurried through Parliament in an un- 
seemly manner; at least, they have made this discovery in 
regard to two Bills against which they have petitioned—the 
Lunatics Bill and the Police Bill. With regard to both these 
Bills, they will meet with much sympathy on the part of the 
legal bodies; and the circumstances may, perhaps, induce a 
spirit of combination, which is the only thing that can relieve 
Scotland from the tyranny of that anomalous official, the Lord 
Advocate, if the constituencies will not have lawyers, who alone 
are capable of coping with him, to represent them. 

The last vote in the estimates is one which will be regarded 
with much satisfaction here ; for it proves that Government is 
alive to the necessity of extending the accommodation in the 
General Register House; and, from the amount, it would also 
seem to indicate that the plan of concentrating all the public 
registers of Scotland in one general office in Edinburgh is about 
to be adopted. The solicitors in Glasgow have advocated the 
adoption of this plan with a zeal and consistency which shows 
that they are above all petty professional jealousy, and capable 
of a large and general view of the subject. 





LEGACY DUTY, RESIDUARY ACCOUNTS, AND THE 
RETURN OF PROBATE DUTY. 
To the Editor of THe Soxicrrors’ Journat & REPORTER. 
Sir,—At a time when so many subjects of all kinds are 
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undergoing scrutiny (and, where required, reform), it may not 
be out of place to direct your attention, and that of your 
readers, to the following case and facts, which have recently 
come under my own personal observation, owing to my having 
to complain from time to time of the delay of my clerks in 
transacting business at Somerset House, and my going there 
personally to ascertain for myself. The following direction 
occurs in the will of the person whose residuary account I 
wished to pass, and which I here transcribe verbatim :— 

“T direct my executors for the time being to pay unto my said son, 
Thomas Soundy, the sum of thirty pounds per annum (which I have 
agreed to pay him) for the board and maintenance he shall have pro- 
vided for me from the 5th day of December, 1843, up to the time of my 
decease, and also a proportional part of such sum for the fractional 
period of a year (if any) which shall elapse between the 5th day of 
December, in any year, and the day of my decease. And I do hereby 
declare and acknowledge that the aggregate amount which shall be 
found payable to my said son Thomas at the time of my decease for my 
board and maintenance, as aforesaid, shall be deemed, and will actually 
be, a debt then existing, and being due from me to him, but for which 
no interest-money whateyer is to be paid to or claimed by him.” 


The testatrix died in July, 1856, and the executor paid the 
son £380 for the maintenance of the testatrix from 5th Dec., 
1843, to the date of her death, as directed by the will, and took 
his receipt for the amount. In passing the account, this sum of 
£380 was objected to by Mr. “S. to Z.,” who referred me to Mr. 
Walpole, and he to Mr. Trevor, the solicitor, upon the ground 
that the son of the testatrix could only recover at law six 
years’ maintenance; and that, if such “ gifts” were allowed, the 
revenue would be seriously defrauded, as (as Mr. Trevor argued) 
arich testator might direct his executors to pay to a son or other 
relative, or friend, an annuity of £500 or £1,000 a year for 
maintenance, which might extend to twenty or even thirty 
years. 

This objection I endeavoured to meet by referring Mr. 
Trevor to the case of Williamson vy. Naylor (3 You. & Coll. 
208), which, I submitted, was a case exactly in point (in 
which opinion, however, he differed from me); and I urged 
that £30 per annnm was a reasonable sum for maintenanee, and 
£500 or £1,000 per annum was not. I would refer you to the 
above case, in which it was decided (inter alia) that an acknow- 
ledgment of a debt in a will by the testator prevented the 
devisee’s or creditor’s claim from being barred by the Statute of 
Limitations, and therefore entitled him to recover the amount 
directed by the will to be paid. I then, as the question only 
involved a sum of £2 (barring the question of principle), asked 
if £380 would be allowed in the probate duty return, sup- 
posing that £180 only were allowed as a debt paid by the 
executor, and Mr. Trevor said that one payment would regulate 
the allowance of the same sum in the other case. 

My arguments and interviews with Mr. Trevor being appa- 
rently in vain, and he stating, that, in the event of my “ try- 
ing” the question, no part of the £380 would be allowed as a 
debt, and he threatening unless I consented to go what he 
termed “a step further,” and inquire what had become of the 
testatrix’s income for the last few years from some stock she had, 
I eventually gave way ; and, after the usual “‘ circumlocutionary” 
performances of passing the account, filling up a warrant, re- 
gistering, paying, comptrolling, stamping, and waiting my 
turn to do each of these separate acts, I succeeded in paying 
the 2/. 2s. due to the Revenue for duty, and thus this part of 
the business was ended as I thought. 

I must, however, here state that I respectfully denied (and 
do now deny) Mr. Trevor's right to go “ the step further,” and 
inquire about the testatrix’s prior income from the stock, and, 
therefore, his right even to make such a statement at all. Sup- 
posing, however, that he hada right to do so, it is certainly 
very monstrous and unjust, to say the least of it; but I could 
have shown that the testatrix, having been in very ill health, 
and for the last eight years of her life confined to her bed, 
could not be, and, in fact, was not, nearly supported and kept 
for the moderate allowance of £30 per annum to her son; but 
that she applied her little income from the stock towards pay- 
ing her doctor and purchasing other little delicacies and com- 
forts, which £30 per annum certainly would not. Having thus 
passed the residuary account upon Mr. Trevor's own terms, I 
next sought to recover the amount, which had, as is usual, to 
be returned on account of probate duty, by reason of certain 
debts having been paid since the granting of the probate; but 
here, again, although the amount was small, the difficulties were 
not, and I will endeavour to give youin detail, for such of your 
fortunate readers as may never happen to have been in such 
sort, a short history of the necessary performance, in order to 
obtain a return of that which J conceive is wrongfully en- 





forced in the first instance, as the testator’s debts are invariably 
known at the time of granting probate or administration. 

Having then drawn, engrossed, and had sworn by the executor 
in the country the long formal affidavit in the form and with 
the reference required and prescribed by the authorities at 
Somerset House, stating the death of the testator, the date of 
the grant, the amount the property was sworn under, the 
amount paid for probate duty, “the facts and circumstances of 
the case, to show how it happened that too much duty was 
paid,” with “a true and perfect inventory, account, and valua- 
tion of the estate and effects whereof the said deceased was pos- 
sessed, thereto subscribed and subjoined by the executor,” the 
first thing was to take it to the Probate Duty Office at the top 
of the new buildings adjoining Somerset House (No. 25 I be- 
lieve), where several people are generally waiting their turn, 
and (when it comes to yours) where the probate is first entered 
and marked by a young gentleman whose duty appears to be 
to do nothing else. With his hieroglyphics upon it, it is next 
taken to an agreeable old gentleman who sits in the same room 
behind the door on the right as you enter, who, in my case, re- 
quired some proof that the debts which the executor had paid, 
and for which I produced receipts, actually were debts which he 
(the executor) was liable to pay. This, however, after a little 
mild conversation, he eventually waived, finding (as I suppose) 
that Mr. Trevor had only allowed the £180, instead of the £380 
as before mentioned. He then took the probate and the affidavit, 
and said, that, on my producing the receipt in the form prescribed, 
signed by the solicitor to the executor, in about ten days’ time, I 
should have the warrant for the amount of the returned probate 
duty (£7). This little interview lasted about one and a half 
hours. I then filled up the receipt in the prescribed form, and 
sent it into the country for signature. In due course it came 
back signed, and I applied for my warrant, when, lo and be- 
hold! on application to the aforesaid young gentleman, he 
handed me a small piece of paper, containing a kind of mes- 
sage, which had been circulated from one red-tape department 
to another, asking whether all duty had been paid on the estate, 
and the reply being, ‘not on this amount” (meaning the £7), 
I was again referred to Mr. “S. to Z.,” who (having unavoid- 
ably kept me waiting some time) said it would be too late to 
pay the duty that day. I, therefore, “‘ turned and left the spot,” 
resolving to come some other day early in the morning, and, if 
necessary, spend the day there. 

Aceordingly, I again made my appearance there, and Mr. 
“§. to Z.” having again looked into the residuary account, and 
made out a warrant or authority for me to pay the duty, which 
amounted to “ one shilling and fourpence,” and I having filled 
up another legacy duty receipt by the executor who was entitled 
to retain the money for the next of kin (in my turn), paid the 
said sum of 1s. 4d. to the receiver. I then (as before) had this 
one-and-fourpenny account duly registered, comptrolled, and 
stamped ; and on my producing it to the aforesaid young gen- 
tleman in No. 25, he handed me the warrant for the £7, and 
the probate. ‘ This warrant I was directed to take to the Re- 
ceiver-General (across the square of Somerset House), one of 
whose clerks, in an inner office, wrote me a cheque upon one in 
an outer office, and I eventually had the pleasure of receiving 
the said sum of £7 in cash. This attendance lasted upwards of 
two hours; and I assure you I would willingly have paid the 
duty six times over to have dispensed with such a nuisance; 
but, as I could neither obtain the £7 nor the probate without 
it, of course I had no alternative. Ido not think the above 
Jacts require any comment. If they did, I could make plenty ; 
and could also suggest a plan or plans for the abolition of such a 
cireumlocutionary, red-tape, round-about, unnecessary perform- 
ance, which should save the Government a large sum in collect- 
ing the Inland Revenue, and the public time too, and dispense 
with the services of many of the employés at Somerset House. 

In conclusion, I think I ought to say that I experienced (and 
always have) great courtesy from all the gentlemen at Somerset 
House with whom I had to do in this matter in the discharge 
of their painfully tedious duty, and especially from Mr. Trevor, 
whom I was compelled to trouble with four interviews, and 
who must have much annoyance (and a good salary) for his 
endeavours to do the best he can for the Revenue. I have to 
apologise for the length of this communication; and, having 
no desire to appear in print by name, I enclose you my card, 
and remain, Sir, your obedient servant, 

A Soxiciror AND (would-be) 
Somerset House REFORMER. 
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Parliamentary Proceedings. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Friday, August 7. 
FRAUDULENT TRUSTEES BIL. 
The reports of amendments on the Fraudulent Trustees Bill 
and the Trustees’ Relief Bill were considered and amended. 


MarrieD Women’s REVERSIONARY INTEREST BILL. 

Lord MonTEAGLE moved the second reading of this Bill. 
The object of the Bill was to enable married women to dispose 
of personal property in the same manner as under the Fines 
and Recoveries Act they were enabled to dispose of real pro- 
perty. It had been said that the Bill would lead to abuses; 
but unless it could be proved that the change of the law with 
regard to fines and recoveries led to abuses, he could not see 
how it was possible to reject the Bill on that ground. Lord St. 
Leonards opposed and defeated a Bill founded on the same 
principle in 1838; but he (Lord Monteagle) was willing to 
introduce certain amendments in committee. 

Lord St. LEonarps opposed the second reading of the Bill, 
the object of which was to do away with the distinction 
between real and personal estate which had been left in rever- 
sion to married women. The noble Lord was very much 
mistaken in supposing that the Fines and Recoveries Act made 
any change in the law. That Act only made a change in the 
mode of applying it. A man who left a certain sum of money 
to his daughter’s husband for life, with remainder to her and 
her children, thought that he had made provision for his child, 
and as the law now stood he did so; but if this Bill passed, the 
creditors of the husband would come down upon him. The 
law now protected the wife’s interest as against the creditors of 
the husband; but if this Bill passed, the wife would divest 
herself of her own and her children’s interest, in order to 
protect the credit and position of her husband. ‘The effect of 
the Bill would be to force a sale of reversionary interests, 
which were always sold at a depreciated price. There were 
companies established in this metropolis for the express purpose 
of buying these reversionary interests. In conclusion, he 
moved that the Bill be read a second time that day three 
months. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said that the Bill was a balance of 
advantages against disadvantages. On the ground of giving 
the greatest freedom to the disposition of property he should 
support the Bill, but he would stipulate that it should not 
come into operation before 1858. 

Lord CAMPBELL supported the Bill. 

The Bill was then read a second time. 


SumMARY PROCEEDINGS BEFORE JUSTICES OF THE PEACE 
BIL. 

The Earl of HARRowBy moved the second reading of this 
Bill, the object of which was to give increased facility to suitors 
who might be dissatisfied with the decision at which justices of 
the peace, in cases in which they exercised a summary juris- 
diction, might arrive, to submit the question at issue to the con- 
sideration of a superior court. 

Lord CAMPBELL approved of the principle of the Bill. 

The Bill was read a second time. 

Tuesday, Aug. 11. 
Law Courts Commissron. 

Lord CAMPBELL said, with reference to this Commission, 
that, as the report had not yet been laid on the table, and legis- 
lation, therefore, during the present session was impossible, it 
was desirable that the public mind should be disabused of some 
unfounded notions which prevailed. It had been stated that 
the puisne judges were almost sinecurists, having scarcely any- 
thing to do, and that the number should be materially di- 
minished ; but the Commission, including two lay members, 
Sir J. Pakington and Mr. W. Patten, and of which he was him- 
self a member, after a most patient and laborious investigation, 
came unanimously to a resolution that there could be no dimi- 
nution of their number without danger to the interests of justice. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said that he had had the honour 
for eleven years of filling the office of a puisne judge, and 
though the labours of those judges were not quite equal to those 
of the chief justices, from the 1st of November till the long va- 
cation their time was fully occupied. It had been said that he 
was wrong in recommending her Majesty to fill up vacancies 
pending the inquiry. But he found that if he had not done so 
he must have done what would have been most unsatisfactory 
to the provinces—namely, appoint deputies to perform the duties 





of judges pro hdc vice. Government would endeavour to frame 
a measure for carrying into effect the recommendations of the 
report, or any portions of them which they might think fit to 
adopt, and to introduce it early in the next session of Parliament. 


Tue Arrorneys AND Soxicrrors (Colonial Courts) Brix, 
and the SummMARY PROCEEDINGS BEFORE JUSTICES OF THE 
PrAcE BILL, were read a third time and passed. 


The MunicirpaAL Corporations Briu passed through com- 
mittee. 
Thursday, Aug. 13. 


Municrean Corrorations Bin. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
Marrrep Women’s ReEvERSIONARY INTEREST BILL. 
This Bill went through committee. 


Wits or British Restpents ABroap Bru. 

Lord WENSLEYDALE said there was a Bill standing for the 
second reading, which had reference to the wills of British 
subjects, in regard to personal property, who were domiciled in 
France, and other countries abroad, and the object of it was to 
enable persons who were domiciled abroad to make their wills 
in the English form. He did not think the Bill would serve 
the purpose for which it was framed; the true remedy for the 
present state of things being, in his opinion, for all wills to be 
made in duplicate, one will being in accordance with the law of 
the country where the testator was domiciled, and the other in 
accordance with the law of this country. Nothing could be 
easier, for example, than for a person to make one will in the 
French and another in the English form; and he begged to ask 
Lord Clarendon whether facilities might not be afforded for 
making this suggestion to English subjects domiciled in France 
and in other foreign States through the medium of our ambas- 
sadors and consular agents ? 

The Earl of CLARENDON was favourably disposed towards 
the Bill alluded to. He did not think Lord Wensleydale could 
have adopted a better means of making known his suggestion 
than by statingit in the House. He would give his best atten- 
tion to the matter in conjunction with the Lord Chancellor: and 
if they could devise any means by which her Majesty’s diplo- 
matic and consular agents abroad could communicate the sug- 
gestion to British residents, they would be very happy to do so. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Friday, Aug 7. 
CriminaAL Law Conso.ipation Brits. 

Sir G. Grey said that the Government did not intend to pro- 
ceed with these measures during this session. The orders for 
second reading would, therefore, be discharged, and early next 
session the Bills would be introduced and referred to a select 
committee, 

Common Law Courts Commission. 

Sir J. PAKiNGTon, in answer to a question by Mr. Warren, 
said that he believed that the Report of the Commission had 
been signed by all the members, and that it would very shortly 
be presented to the House; and therefore it would be inexpe- 
dient to enter into the recommendations at length; but he might 
say that certain modifications of the existing assizes were 
recommended. 

Divorce AND MatrimoniAL Causes BILL. 

Upon clause 17, providing for protection of a wife’s earnings 
when deserted by her husband, 

The ATrrorNEY-GENERAL stated that this clause had been 
introduced at the instance of Lord St. Leonards from motives 
of humanity and benevolence, but the machinery devised for 
working out the principle laid down was, he believed, imprac- 
ticable. The only alternative, therefore, as it appeared to him, 
was to adopt the view of Mr. Henley, and strike out the clause. 

Mr. Henry suggested, for the consideration of the Attorney- 
General, whether much good would not be done, and the object 
of the clause effected, by giving the woman, in case of the de- 
sertion of her husband, a remedy, as regarded the protection of 
her earnings and property, by application to the county court. 

Mr. Buackmore proposed, that, if it was thought that the 
responsibility was too great for an ordinary magistrate, the juris- 
diction should be vested in the chairman or vice-chairman of 
Quarter Sessions, or the whole body of magistrates sitting at 
petty sessions or general sessions, but he objected to intrusting 
it to the county courts. 

Mr. Napier said, that all the magistrate had to do was to 
make an order to protect for a time the earnings of the woman; 
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and, if it were thought desirable, a provision might be inserted 
giving the creditors power to apply to the judge of a county 
court to set aside this order. 

Sir J. GranAm agreed that the principle of the 17th clause 
was valuable, if they could make it effective. He did not con- 
sider it would be right to give such a power to a single magis- 
trate, or even to two justices sitting in petty sessions. But he 
would suggest to the committee that a very small extension of 
clause 18 would be an immense improvement to that clause, and 
at the same time give effect to that which it was desired by this 
17th clause to accomplish. He would insert the word “ earn- 
ings” in the 18th clause, making it extend to earnings as well as 
property, and he would extend the power which was given by 
that clause to the court in London to the county courts. 
Thus the county courts would have jurisdiction to protect the 
woman both in regard to property and earnings. 

Mr. HenteEy observed that there was no class of cases with 
which the country magistrates had to deal so difficult as those of 
desertion. If a man left his wife and family, and they became 
chargeable to the parish, the parish authorities were sure to 
press upon the magistrates to send the man to gaol for the de- 
sertion, though he might have gone away with the view of seek- 
ing employment. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said, he had no intention of aban- 
doning the remedy which was embodied in the clause; but he 
was anxious that the other clauses should be affirmed before he 
suggested the means by which the principle of the clause should 
be carried into effect. If the committee would accept the 
pledge which he now gave, that another and a full opportunity 
should be given for the consideration and discussion of the sub- 
ject, he would withdraw the clause, and endeavour to frame it 
in such a manner as he hoped would be better adapted for its 
purpose of protecting the interests of the humbler classes. 

Sir E. Perry accepted the pledge, but expressed an opinion 
that a justice of the peace would be able to afford instantaneous 
relief. The county court judge sat only once a month, which 
would occasion a delay that might be attended with great 
hardship and injustice. In the case of a wife who had been 
deserted a year, if she were allowed to petition the county 
court judge, or apply to the court in London, the remedy would 
probably be sufficient. 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL, in reply to Mr. Coxtrys, said he 
thought the remedy should be given by the inferior tribunals 
for earnings, and by the superior tribunal for property. He 
would consolidate the 17th and 18th clauses, and leave the 
committee to deal with them. 

The clause was put and negatived. Clause 18 was also nega- 
tived. 

On clause 19, which provides for a separation on the part of 
the wife on account of desertion, 

Mr. Burr proposed an amendment, the effect of which would 
be, in the particular case for which this clause provided redress, 
to enable the injured party to apply, not only to the central 
court established in London, but to the cheap and expeditious 
tribunal (the county court) which would be able to give local 
redress. Beyond an appeal to the ecclesiastical courts for restitu- 
tion of conjugal rights, there were only two remedies by which 
a deserted wife could obtain redress from her husband, but they 
were indirect remedies. In the first place, if a wife was left by 
her husband without support she might throw herself as a 
pauper on the parish, and so compel him to contribute to her 
support; and this had been done, and even by ladies of rank, 
for the purpose of punishing their husbands. Another course 
was, that, if a wife could get any one to support her, the person 
so maintaining her had a right of action against the husband, 
and might receive adequate compensation. The one remedy 
was decided by the local magistrates, and the other was decided 
by a court of law, and it might be by the county court, the 
very court to which he wished to give the power of affording a 
remedy for the wife. This, certainly, touched on the wider 
question, whether the redress provided by the Bill should be 
administered by one central court or by local tribunals; and on 
the ultimate decision of that question would depend whether 
this Bill was to be one of reform or of centralisation. The 
Bill included two distinct measures. The first was the consti- 
tution of one great supreme tribunal, possessing the power and 
jurisdiction which were now exercised by a number of scattered 
local tribunals; and the other was the giving to this supreme 
tribunal the power of dissolving marriages to the extent and in 
the manner in which they were now dissolved by the Legisla- 
ture. His amendment referred to the first proposition ; and, as it 
stood, it did not propose to meddle with divorce. He then pro- 
ceeded to argue against the system of centralisation which was 





involved in the provisions of the Bill, and urged, that, if the 
administration of the local courts were defective, it would be 
better to reform them than to take away their jurisdiction, 
There were at present about fifty local courts administering a 
cheap and easy remedy to any wife injured by the cruelty of 
her husband, by affording her a judicial separation and alimony; 
but for those courts the Bill substituted a central court sitting 
tn London. 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL said this clause involved questions 
of the highest importance. In such cases the question was, 
whether there was reasonable excuse for the desertion. Now, 
one of the excuses might be adultery, and every ground of se- 
paration or divorce might become matter of controversy. Sup- 
pose an application made in the first instance for a judicial 
separation, and on grounds which afterwards involved an appli- 
cation for divorce, how difficult it would be to say that the 
decision of the inferior tribunal was to be slighted and disre- 
garded by the superior tribunal; and, therefore, it seemed to 
him unadvisable to give power to an inferior tribunal to try, 
for a subordinate purpose, the very questions which might have 
to be tried by a superior one. He would accept the amendment 
to the extent of giving the county courts power to adjudicate 
in cases of judicial separation, whenever such a separation wag 
sought on grounds which did not involve a final divorce. 

Lord J. Russe. understood that the only reason for enacting 
the 19th clause was, that hitherto desertion had not been a 
cause of divorce & mensd ei thoro, But another cause for judi- 
cial separation was not stated in the Bill, as the law was not 
altered in that respect—namely, cruelty by the husband to the 
wife. If power be given to the county court to deal with judi- 
cial separation, that court would have power to decide questions 
of cruelty, which under the present law was a cause of judicial 
separation. The principle on which Mr. Butt proceeded was a 
just one—namely, that, having destroyed the local courts, there 
should not be a transfer of the whole jurisdiction in matters of 
this kind to a central court, but that some equivalent should be 
given, and that a wife should have a local remedy against a 
husband. If that was so, the amendment had a wider scope 
than appeared on the face of the clause, for the county courts 
might, under it, deal with all cases of judicial separation. He 
wished the Attorney-General to state if it was only adultery 
which was to be excluded from the purview of the county 
courts ? 

Sir E. Perry felt great reluctance to give the power to the 
county courts to dissolve marriages ; but for all other grievances, 
the poor classes ought to have access to the county courts. 

Mr. GLADSTONE assumed that it was the desire of the com- 
mittee to maintain the existing facilities for obtaining judicial 
separation; and he thanked Mr. Butt for having devised a 
method of raising a question which they had hitherto found it 
as impossible for them to get at as it would be hereafter for 
poor people to get at the central court of divorce. He would 
now take the liberty to point out a difficulty and an 
anomaly that would follow the adoption of the proposal of 
the Attorney-General, The proposed amendment must carry 
with it as a certain consequence that the clause would not be 
confined to cases of judicial separation for desertion only, but 
to all other cases for which judicial separation was obtainable. 
The Attorney-General allowed and gave jurisdiction to local 
tribunals only with the limitations which he had stated, But, 
then, supposing the county courts had power to deal with all 
cases except those matters which were connected with divorce 
a vinculo matrimonii, what would be the consequence? 
Under the Bill, the adultery of the wife enabled the husband to 
present a petition for a divorce d vinculo matrimonii; but the 
wife could not present a petition for a divorce @ vinculo on 
account of the adultery of the husband. Now, as the adultery 
of the husband was not a ground of divorce & vinculo by 
the wife, she had a right to go to the county court for a judicial 
separation on the ground of her husband’s adultery; but the 
husband could not go to the county court for a judicial separa- 
tion on the ground of adultery by his wife, because that was a 
subject which might come before the central court on a petition 
for a divorce a vinculo matrimonii. 

Mr. Mauss considered it desirable to have another tribunal 
beyond the central court, but did not think the county court a 
proper one. Assuming the judges of the county courts to be 
perfectly competent, they would not have sufticient time at 
their disposal. Cases of the description contemplated by this 
Bill frequently occupied days, and yet it was proposed to send 
them before courts which were already overburdened with 
business. He trusted the Attorney-General would not consent 
to have anything to do with the county courts. 
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The ArroRNEY-GENERAL said the question for the considera- 
tion of the committee was this—ought the county court to be 
armed with authority not only to the extent now possessed by 
the Consistory Court of London, of decreeing divorce & mensé et 
thoro, but in case of desertion. Divorce a mensd et thoro was 
granted on the ground of cruelty and adultery. The Bill pro- 
posed to introduce a new principle—namely, desertion. Now 
whilst he entirely agreed in the expediency of investing local 
tribunals with all the authority that was required for the ad- 
ministration of justice in matters of necessity, he did not think 
they ought to be intrusted with matters which did not require 
to be dealt with in that expeditious and summary manner 
which was requisite in cases of debt. The county court juris- 
diction was limited to civil matters, but it was now proposed 
to authorise them to determine matters of the most delicate 
nature, not only requiring a considerable knowledge of law, but 
great judicial ability. He did not think them a fitting tri- 
bunal for the decision of such cases. If the question was 
simply desertion continued for two years, which was so noto- 
rious as to require no judicial investigation, there would be no 
difticulty; but when the question arose whether desertion was 
without reasonable excuse, it involved the whole range of 
judicial inquiry, and introduced an issue which could not be 
properly decided by such a tribunal. If the committee deter- 
mined that these matters should be within the cognisance of 
these local tribunals, the whole subject of judicial separation 
must be brought within the scope of their jurisdiction. 

Lord J. MANNERS trusted the amendment would be put to 
the committee in such a form that all who were favourable to 
local jurisdiction would be able to vote for it, because many 
members were favourable to local jurisdiction who did not 
think county courts a fitting tribunal. He would, therefore, 
suggest the insertion of the words, “‘ any court that may here- 
after be authorised by this Act.” 

Mr. Burr said he would accept the proposition, and with- 
draw his amendment. 

Mr. Mauuss objected to the withdrawal of the amendment, 
and insisted on having the decision of the committee as to 
county courts. 

Mr. Burr said, as Mr. Malins objected to the withdrawal of 
the amendment, he would ask the committee to negative it. 
His object was to raise the question of local jurisdiction. 

The amendment was put and negatived. 

Lord J. MANNERS then proposed to insert the words “or any 
court authorised by this Act.” 

Sir G. Grey asked what court it was that was meant. The 
committee had just unanimously rejected the proposition that it 
should be the county court, and had thereby rejected the only 
courts available. 

Lord J. MANNERS said the amendment of Mr. Butt was to 
give jurisdiction to the county courts, and, to his surprise, the 
Attorney-General partially accepted the principle of local juris- 
diction, but said he wished to put certain restrictions upon it. 
Many gentlemen said they were in favour of local jurisdiction, 
but were not in favour of county courts. That being so, he 
proposed this amendment which would leave it open to the 
Government, if they were sincere in their desire to carry out 
the proposal of Mr. Butt, to frame clauses in the Bill to meet 
the general desire for courts of local jurisdiction. It was very 
important that the people in the country should not be deprived 
of the courts with local jurisdiction that they had now. 

Sir G. Grey said the effect of carrying out this amendment 
would be to cast upon the Government a responsibility which 
they entirely disclaimed. 

Mr. Burr said the committee, by affirming the amendment 
now before them, would only declare that they would not give 
exclusive jurisdiction to the central court, and that they re- 
served the question of the local courts for future consideration. 
He was perfectly ready, if the Attorney-General would not, to 
draw up clauses which would carry out the amendment. He 
could conceive clauses giving part of the jurisdiction to the 
courts of assize, part to the quarter sessions, and part, with 
great advantage, to the county courts. 

Mr. DisrAxr.i said the question was whether they should have 
local jurisdiction or not. They had an opportunity now of as- 
serting a principle which he believed to be sound, just, and 
politic, and one to which the people of this country was de- 
voted. 

Lord J. RussELu said, whatever difficulty he might have in 
voting for the amendment, he felt much greater difficulty in 
voting for the clause as it stood. When Mr. Butt moved to 
give jurisdiction to the county courts, the Attorney-General 
partially assented to the proposal, and it was not till some time 





after that he made the objections that he did. This clause 
proposed that judicial separation should take place only 
on petition to the central court, and thereby they would 
for ever destroy and part with the local tribunals. He 
thought they ought to make some attempt not to destroy all 
these courts, because, whatever benefit might be derived from 
the other parts of the Bill, this would be a great injury. He 
should be sorry to assent to this clause, enacting that these 
local courts should be destroyed, and that no substitution should 
be made for them. The committee then divided—For the 
amendment, 98 ; against it, 87: majority, 11. 

The clause was then agreed to. 

Clauses 22 and 23—“ A wife divorced d mensé et thoro to be 
considered as to property a feme sole,” and “also for the pur- 
pose of making contracts or suing,” were agreed to. 

On clause 24, Mr. GLApstone said the clause only provided 
that parties who had been judicially separated, but who had 
come together again, might cause a declaration to that effect to 
be filed. Would it not be better to make it imperative upon 
them te record in some formal manner the fact of their re- 
entering into the full married state? He could conceive it 
possible that if the matter were left optional, the parties, 
though reconciled, might find it convenient to preserve the 
state of judicial separation as a bar to the rights of creditors. 

Mr. Apams said, the language of the clause must be altered 
to suit the decision the committee had just come to. Did the 
Attorney-General intend to accept that decision, and frame the 
necessary clauses himself ? 

Sir E. Perry said the amendment had been supported by 
both sides of the House, and he trusted the Attorney-General 
would give way and frame clauses to carry it out. There was 
no chance of new courts being established, and the county 
courts were the only ones the poor could go to. 

Mr. HENLEY wished to know what would be the position of 
parties who signed the declaration. Were they to remain with 
all the conveniences of man and wife in one sense, and without 
the inconvenience in another? Was their property-to be sepa- 
rated whilst their persons were united ? 

The ArrorNney-GENERAL said the clause was not in the Bill as 
originally introduced, but had been added by Lord St. Leonards. 
The effect, as he understood it, was, that, when a judicial sepa- 
ration took place, the after-acquired property of the wife be- 
came her separate property; and if the parties came together 
again, it would be affected by any debts of hers, and her credi- 
tors would have a remedy against it. There was some diffi- 
culty, however, in construing the clause, when taken in con- 
nection with the 22nd. 

Sir F. Ketty said these clauses introduced entirely new 
principles. By the 22nd clause, when a sentence of separation 
was pronounced, the property of the wife was to be considered 
as that of a feme sole; but if the parties came together again, 
the 24th clause would produce the greatest complication. 

Mr. Matiys asked what would be the effect of the 22nd and 
24th clauses, in the case where declaration was not made until 
after the parties had cohabited for some time? 

The ArrorNeY-GENERAL said that his opinion was, that the 
24th was at variance with the 22nd clause, and he should there- 
fore propose to negative it. 

Mr. Ayrton apprehended that the omission of the 24th 
clause would not free this question from difficulty. In fact, he 
believed that the Bill would lead to endless perplexity unless 
the 22nd clause as well as the 24th were got rid of. 

Mr. GLApstonE thought that some assurance should be given 
that the Government would give effect to the decision of the 
committee. He should like to know whether Mr. Butt intended 
to prepare clauses. 

Mr. Burr said that if the Attorney-General desired it, he 
would undertake to frame clauses and submit them to him. 

The clause was negatived. 

On clause 25, Mr. DkumMoND moved the omission of the 
word “incestuous ;” which was negatived on a division by 126 
to 65. 

Jornt-Stock COMPANIES. 

Mr. Wirson obtained leave to bring in a Bill to amend the 
Joint-Stock Companies Act, 1856. 

Mr. W. 8S. FrtzGERa.p obtained leave to bring in a Bill to 
amend the law with respect to judgments. 

Tuesday, August 11. 
PROBATES AND LETTERS OF ADMINISTRATION BIL. 

The House proceeded to the consideration of this Bill, as 


amended. 
Mr. WeEsTHEAD, in lieu of clause 91, moved a clause, 
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making it obligatory on the acting judge and registrar of every 
ecclesiastical or other court now having jurisdiction to grant 
probate or administration, except the registrars of certain courts 
mentioned in schedule A, upon receiving a requisition under the 
seal of the Court of Probate, to transmit to the District Court 
of Probate in which such ecclesiastical or other court was 
locally situate, all records of wills, probates, &c., to be deposited 
in such district registry so as to be easy of reference. 

The clause was withdrawn on the Attorney-General giving 
an assurance that the clause in the Bill should be modified so 
as to carry out the object of Mr. Westhead in another form. 

The proposed clause was then withdrawn. 

Mr. WesTHEAD then proposed to add a clause, providing for 
the compensation of advocates practising in the province of York 
and the diocese of Ripon, to the value of one-half their net 
profits under the present system. 

The ATroRNEY-GENERAL opposed the clause as introducing 
a principle hitherto unheard of into the Bill. 

The clause was negatived without a division. 

Mr. Ayrton then moved the following clause: — That 
every person to whom any compensation shall be granted under 
this Act, shall, at all times when called upon, be liable to fill 
any public office or situation in England under the Crown for 
which his previous services in any office abolished by this 
Act may render him eligible; and that if he shall decline 
to take upon himself such office or situation, and execute 
the duties thereof satisfactorily, being in a competent state of 
health, he shall forfeit his right to any compensation or allow- 
ances which may have been granted to him in respect of such 
previous services, under s. 19 of 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 24.” 

The AtrorNEY-GENERAL did not think that the statute of 
Will. 4 applied in the manner supposed in the clause. 

Sir J. Granuam thought the operation of the clause would 
be salutary, as it seemed to be the application of the principle 
of half-pay in the army, and he should therefore support it. 

The clause was added to the Bill. 

The ATroRNEY-GENERAL, in reply to a question from Sir F. 
Kelly, said it was his intention to bring up a clause to the 
effect that if the judge of the Court of Probate should also 
become the judge of the Court of Divorce and Matrimonial 
Causes he should be placed, with regard to salary, in the same 
position as the judges of the superior courts of common law. 

Mr. HApFIELD moved an amendment on clause 45, with the 
object of allowing all solicitors and attorneys to practise in the 
Court of Admiralty, and also in divorce and matrimonial cases, 
as well as in courts of probate. 

The ArrorRNEY-GENERAL said the Divorce Bill, which he 
hoped would pass during the present session, threw open the 
divorce courts, so that it was unnecessary to introduce such a 
provision in the present Bill; but with regard to the Court of 
Admiralty, he had no objection to include it. 

The amendment was modified and agreed to. 

On clauses 48 and 49, Mr. HApFIELD moved to leave out 
“ affidavits,” and insert “ statutory declaration or solemn affir- 


mation,” with the view of doing away with unnecessary oaths - 


in the Court of Probate. But he withdrew his amendment on 
the Attorney-General undertaking to effect his object in pre- 
paring the rules of procedure for the Court of Probate. 

On clause 56, Sir F. KeLuy proposed the following amend- 
ment—“ And every judge of a county court having jurisdiction 
under this Act, whose salary shall be less than £1,500 a-year, 
shall be paid out of the Testamentary Fee Fund, in lieu of any 
fees for the business done by him under this Act, so much 
money annually as, together with his salary as a county court 
judge, shall amount to £1,500.” 

The amendment was opposed on a point of form, and with- 
drawn. But Sir F. Keiiy intimated that he should revive the 
question on another opportunity. 

On clause 99, Mr. SPooNER moved an amendment to entitle 
county courts’ registrars to certain fees under the Act. 

This amendment was also withdrawn on a point of form. 

On clause 108, Mr. Ro-r moved an amendment to give com- 
pensation to the managing clerks of proctors; which was also 
op posed by Mr. Wi1son as informal, and negatived without a 
di vision. 

In the Schedule,—Mr. Coniins moved that. the West Riding, 
for the purpose of probate duties, should be divided into two 
districts ; and that Leeds should be the place of district registry 
for the wapentakes of Ewecross, Staincliffe, Claro (including the 
liberty of Ripon), Skyrack, Barkston, Ash, and for the borough 
of Leeds. 

Mr. Baines seconded the amendment. 

The amendment was negatived without a division. 


Wednesday, August 12. 
PROBATES AND LETTERS OF ADMINISTRATION BIL. 

Mr. MAuins expressed his regret that compensation had not 
been given to the proctors’ clerks and to the four advocates at 
York, and urged upon the Government the necessity of bearing 
in mind the cases of those gentlemen, and giving them the pre- 
ference in any appointments that might be made under the Bill. 

The Bill was then read a third time and passed. 

Jornt-Stock Companies Act (1856) AMENDMENT BIL. 

Mr. Witson moved amendments in its single clause, to limit 
its operation to a revival of the Act the 8th Vict. c. 110, passed 
in the year 1844, with regard to insurance companies now 
established, or hereafter to be established. This Act was by an 
error repealed by the Act of last year, and hence the necessity 
for the present Bill. 


The amendments were agreed to, and the Bill passed through 
committee. 


Thursday, Aug. 13. 
Verpicts or Non-PRovEN. 

Mr. W. Ewart gave notice that next session he should move 
for leave to introduce a Bill to enable juries in England and 
Ireland to return verdicts of “* Not proven.” 

Tue Law or ELEctions. 

Sir F. Kerty gave notice of his intention next session to 
bring in a Bill to amend the law relating to the election of 
members to serve in Parliament; also to extend to certain 
classes of her Majesty’s subjects the right of voting in the elec- 
tion of members to serve in Parliament. 

REGISTRATION OF TITLES. 

Sir F. Kety also gave notice of his intention next session to 
bring in a Bill for the registration and security of titles, and for 
the facilitating the conveyance of land. 

Divorce AND MarrimontAL Causes BItt. 

The morning and evening sittings were occupied with Clause 
25; which was not passed when the chairman was ordered to 
report progress. 

JupemMents Br. 


This Bill was read a second time. 


Frauputenr Trustees BI... 


The Lords’ amendments to this Bill were considered and 
agreed to. 


CuariraBLe Trusts Act ContimuANCE BILL. 
This Bill, the object of which is to amend the law respecting 


Roman Catholic charities, and to place them on the same foot~- 
ing as other charities, was read a second time. 





ELECTION COMMITTEES.—(From a Correspondent.) 
Fripay EVENING. 

The Election Committees concluded their labours on Friday 
last, after a session of five weeks. Between fifty and sixty 
petitions were presented against returns, but only thirty- 
two members went through the ordeal of an investigation 
by a select committee; of these thirty-two members, 
nine only were unseated —rather more than one fourth of 
the number. The names of the unseated members are:— 
G. H. Moore, Mayo; C. Neate, Oxford; A. O. Flaherty, 
Galway; James Merry, Falkirk; Messrs. M‘Cullagh and 
Watkins, Great Yarmouth; J. M. Heathcote, Huntingdon; 
E. A. Glover, Beverley ; J. P. Somers, Sligo. Analysing these 
“unfortunate ” candidates, we find that five only were unseated 
for bribery, one for undue influence, one for want of a qualifica- 
tion, and two on a scrutiny. A very singular feature is found 
on looking into the reports of all the committees who sat to con- 
sider the petitions—viz., that not only is there a great tendency to 
extreme leniency on the part of the Parliamentary tribunals, but 
an earnest desire to try and persuade themselves that the sitting 
| member has been kept in ignorance of the bribery, when it is 
proved. Circumstantial evidence appears to have no weight 
with these committees. They seem to establish, by mutual 
consent a rule, that, unless it is proved to them that the sitting 
member is actually the instrument of paying the money, or 
administering the bribe, he is guiltless of all bribery. Another 
strange feature is that members, whose seats are disputed, are 
frequently sitting in judgment on some other petition. 

If any one wants to get at the bottom of the evils attending 
the whole system of elections and election petitions, let him 
on a future occasion only walk down the committee lo bbies, 
and first watch the crowd who are waiting to be examined, 
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and, having gratified his curiosity outside, spend an hour or 
two in a room where a bribery and treating case is going on. 
Unless a new state of things springs up, a visitor to the House 
of Commons will perceive that the influence of gin and beer is 
kept up to the last ; and, however early it may be in the morn- 
ing, he will find that many of the witnesses have had a pretty 
fair allowance. He will have an opportunity also of hearing the 
nearest approach to perjury which some of the free and inde- 
pendent electors think safe—some of the witnesses attempting 
to browbeat the committee and counsel, and boldly stating that 
“they never vote without being paid, and never will, and upon 
the present occasion they were paid,” and swearing hard that 
they don’t know who paid them. Other of the witnesses, 
being timid men, try the prevaricating and quibbling plan, with 
a hope to slip through the meshes of the net, and perhaps should 
be classed by themselves as “ cautious liars,” in contradistinction 
to “bold perjurers.” What have become of the petitions in re- 
spect of which no proceedings were taken? Some of them were 
literally appointed for committee, and in consequence of the pres- 
sure from without, which must have induced their abandonment, a 
Parliamentary measure has been introduced fixing the agent 
to the petition with double costs in all cases where petitions do 
not proceed. Mr. Oliveira, in the celebrated Pontefract case, 
made a clean breast of his peccadilloes, and told how much he had 
paid for bribery in 1852, and how much for the withdrawal of 
his petition. Mr. Roupell, the member for Lambeth, stated 
that an intimation was made to him that the Lambeth election 
petition might be withdrawu on his becoming a Director of the 
South London Railway, and there is little doubt but that many 
members whose moral courage was not of the strongest, have 
paid for the withdrawal of the petitions. Only let Mr. Shark, 
the Borough agent, get half-a-dozen cases of bribery against a 
timid member for whom he procures his seat, and it is as 
good as a thousand pounds in his pocket. Is it good or is it 
bad that a member of Parliament, who has been guilty of bribery, 
should feel himself in the hands of rogues with whom he has 
had dealings, or should he be able virtually to take his leave 
of them as soon as he has taken his seat ? 

Various interpretations have been placed by committees on 
the question of expenses paid to voters, and to committee-men. 
Mr. Neate fell a victim to over-liberality at Oxford, whereas 
Mr. Roupell rode over the course for Lambeth, and the petitioners 
were saddled with costs. There seems no rule established by 
which the number of clerks and committee-men can be safely 
reckoned on as legal or illegal; or by which they can be appor- 
tioned to the size of the electoral district or number of voters. 

Another very conflicting state of things is found in the de- 
cisions of committees on questions of undue influence. In the 
Mayo case, the flagrant proceedings of the Roman Catholic 
body very properly lost Mr. Moore his seat. In the Drogheda 
case, which was “on all fours” with Mayo, the committee de- 
cided that the authorities did not use proper means to save 
confusion and riot, and allowed the member to retain his seat. 
In the Dublin case, the Protestant party were attacked, and the 
committee seated both members, but found that the Protestant 
Society demanded re-payment of £16 from Mr. Grogan; but 
there was no evidence to show whether the demand was paid. 

Looking at the whole case, and taking a glance at the proceed- 
ings of the twenty-five committees, it seems, that, so long as 
there are needy voters and active canvassers, there will be 
bribery and corruption, and members must pay directly or in- 
directly for their seats ; but it does seem a most extraordinary 
state of things that members whose return to Parliament is 
questioned should be allowed to sit on election committees 
themselves. 

The Sligo case stands quite per se. It was a scrutiny case, 
and was disposed of in an hour or two by the rejection of Mr. 
Patrick Somers. The poll-clerk acted as Mr. Somers’ most 
active agent. A voter, who is a well-known man in Sligo, 
tenders his vote to the poll-clerk, who is intimately acquainted 
with his person, name, and identity—Poll-clerk : What's your 
name? Voter: John Brown.—Poll-clerk: No such name here. 
Voter : My other name is Thomas.—Poll-clerk : Too late; you 
should have said so at first. Can’t take your vote. 

Of course such a state of things as this could not stand the 
ordeal of a committee for a longer time than was necessary to 
test a sufficient number of votes, but it does seem hard that a 
member should incur the expense of putting himself in a 
Tight position in the teeth of such a palpable fraud. 

There is one case—the Beverley—in which the House intend 
to prosecute the member. It was a case of want of qualification. 

The House had a fine lot of delinquents in the shape of 
offenders against the Bribery Act, and if they content themselves 





with only selecting the two Roman Catholic Priests at Mayo, 
for prosecution, it is almost a fair inference for the public to 
draw, that after all, bribery and corruption, are very venial sins 
in the eyes of the majority of the House of Commons. 


Annnsenptinaniani id acini 
Births, Marriages, anv Deaths. 
BIRTHS. 

BARNARD—On Aug. 10, at 2 Canonbury-lane, Islington, the wife of 
William Tyndall Barnard, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

BARNARD—On Aug. 11, at 9 Barkham-terrace, Lambeth-road, the wife 
of Mr. George William Barnard, Solicitor, of a daughter. 

HAYNES—On Aug. 12, the wife of Freeman Haynes, Esq., Barrister-at- 
Law, of a daughter. 

JARVIS—On Aug. 3, at King’s Lynn, the wife of Lewis Whincop Jarvis, 
Esq., of a son. 

JONES—On Aug. 4, at 40 Craven-hill-gardens, Hyde-park, the wife of 
Henry Cadman Jones, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

LAWRENCE—On Aug. 5, at 5 Abbey-place, St. John's-wood, the wife of 
H. H. Lawrence, Esq., of a son. 

MEYNELL—On Aug. 9, at Durham, the wife of Edgar Meynell, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 

PARKIN—On Aug. 13, at 36 Sussex-gardens, Hyde-park, the wife of 
George Lewis Parkin, Esq., of a son. 

RENDALL—On Aug. 13, at 16 Hanover-villas, Notting-hill, the wife of 
John Rendall, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

ROBSON—On Aug. 10, at 23 Priory-road, Kilburn, the wife of Christopher 
Robson, of 13 Clifford’s-inn, Fleet-street, Solicitor, of a daughter. 

SHEE—On Aug. 7, at Sussex-place, Hyde-park, the wife of William Shee, 
Serjeant-at-Law, of a daughter. 

WEIGHTMAN— On Aug. 7, at 25 Belle Vue-villas, Holloway, the wife of 
James M. Weightman, Esq., of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

BATHER—ATKINSON—On Aug. 6, at Rugeley, by the Right Rev. the 
Lord Bishop of Lichfield, assisted by the Rey. George Barnes Atkinson, 
brother of the bride, the Rev. Henry Francis Bather, of Meole Brace, 
in the county of Salop, youngest son of the late John Bather, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, and Recorder of Shrewsbury, to Elizabeth Mary, 
eldest daughter of the Rev. Thomas Dinham Atkinson, M.A., vicar of 
Rugeley and rural dean. 

BORTON—ARMSTRONG—On Aug. 12, at Armthorpe Church, near 
Doncaster, by the Rev. H. J. Branson, rector, Edward Borton, of Lin- 
coln’s-inn, Esq., Barrister, to Mary Ann, youngest daughter of the late 
William Armstrong, Esq., of the Ennisk'llen Dragoons. 

GREIG—GRANT—On Aug. 12, at the pc’. church of St. Marylebone, 
by the Rev. Edward Headland, John Borthwick Greig, Esq., Parlia- 
mentary Solicitor, London, second son of James Greig, Esq., of Eccles, 
oe to Mary Jane, eldest daughter of William Grant, Esq., 

adeira. 

HEWITT—REES—On Aug. 5, at the Catholic Chapel, Somers-town, by 
the Rev. A. Mills, John J. Hewitt, Surgeon, of Chalcot-villas, Adelaide- 
road, Haverstock-hill, to Caroline, third daughter of John Rees, Esq., 
Solicitor, Highgate. 

RUSSELL—HUBBARD—On Aug. 6, at Cheriton, Hants, by the Rev. 
Robert Seymour Walpole, Charles B. Russell, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, 
Barrister-at-Law, to Caroline, youngest daughter of the Rev. Henry 
Hubbard, rector of Cheriton. 

SMITH—MORRISON—On Aug. 6, at the parish church, Reigate, by the 
Rev. J. N. Harrison, vicar, Charles Joseph Smith, of Reigate, Solicitor, 
to Frances Caroline, third daughter of George Morrison, Esq., of 
Reigate. 

TRAILL—LAMBARD—On Aug. 6, at the parish church, Sevenoaks, 
Kent, by the Rev. Middleton Onslow, vicar of East Peckham, Kent, 
James Christie Traill, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, to Julia, 
second daughter of William Lambard, Esq., of Beechmont, Sevenoaks, 

WHITING—ALDRED—On Aug. 6, at St. James's Church, Westbourne- 
terrace, Hyde-park, by the Rev. Alexander Taylor, M.A., Sydney 
Whiting, Esq., of the Middle Temple, to Jane, youngest daughter of 
the late John Aldred, Esq., of Boulogne-sur-Mer. 

WILLOUGHBY—GREY—On Aug. 11, at St. Michael's Church, Chester- 
square, by the Rev. Markland Barnard, M.A., vicar of Ridge, and of 
Colney, Herts, William Arthur, second son of Edward Willoughby, 
Esq., of Bryan House, Blackheath, to Georgiana Rebecca, second 
daughter of the late Robert James Moring Grey, Esq., of Charlton, 


Kent. 
DEATH. 
NEWSTEAD—On Aug. 9, at the residence of his grandfather, William 
Henry, eldest son of Mr. W. H. Newstead, of Ely-place, Holborn, in the 
14th year of his age. 


—~>—- - 
Unclaimed Stock in the Bank of England. 


The Amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants 
appear within Three Months :— 

CHAMBERLIN, ANN, Spinster, Putney, Surrey, since wife of WiLL1am 
Hearn, Milkman, of the same place, deceased, £52: 10 New 3 per 
Cents.—Claimed by JaMEs Pitt, the administrator. 

CotmorE, ELIZABETH CHARLOTTE CREGOE, Spinster, Moor-end, near 
Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, afterwards wife of WILLIAM BEAUMARISE 
Kyipz, Esq., of the Junior United Service Club, £433: 4 New 3 per 
Cents.—Claimed by ELIZABETH CHARLOTTE CREGOE RADCLIFFE, wife 
of Copteston Lopes RapcuirFreE (late ELIZABETH CHARLOTTE CREGOE 
Kyirz, Widow, and formerly ELizABETH CHARLOTTE CREGOE COL- 
MORE, Spinster). 

Few, CHa Es, Solicitor, Henrietta-st., Covent-garden, and James Rus- 
SELL, Esq., Paris, £1,050 New 3 per Cents.—Claimed by Cuares Few, 
the survivor. 

GaRrarD, Miriam, Spinster, Kilburn-priory, Kilburn-wells, Middlesex, 
£135 : 5: 8 Consols—Claimed by Mrr1am Situ, wife of CHARLES 
SmitH (formerly Mrr1AM GARRARD, Spinster). 

Hames, Ropert, Mat Maker, Oundle, Northamptonshire, deceased, 
CHARLES TUELY, sen., and CHARLES TUELY, jun., Gents., both of Ken- 
ton-st., Brunswick-sq., £198 Consols.—Claimed by GrorerE BENJAMIN 
TvuELY, Sole Executor of CHaRLEs TUELY, jun., who was the survivor. 
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Heirs at Law and Neyt of Kin. street. This expense is expected to be large, without any change 
Advertised for in the London Gazette and elsewhere during the Week. of site. It would be very much larger if the new bridge was 


Goutp, CHarLes (who died in Feb. 1857), Yeoman, Littleton, Middlesex 
—Persons claiming to be a nephew or niece living on Jan. ‘21, 1848, or 
at the time of the testator’s death, or their legal personal representa- 
tives, to come in and prove his, her, or their kindred or representation 
on or before Nov. 21, at V. C. Kindersley’s Chambers. 

Rise, Aaron, (who died in 1829), Taunton.—First cousins, being the 
children of his maternal aunt Gay (who in 1828, or shortly before, re- 
sided at Cheltenham), living on Mar. 20, 1853, or the issue of any such 
children then dead, or the legal personal representatives of any of such 
children or issue who have died since, to come in and prove their claims 
on or before Noy. 18, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 


—__——@—_— 
fMonev Market. 


CITY, Frmay Evenine. 


The closing price of Consols for money is 904, being a rise 
from the lowest point, 893, of yesterday, of 1} per cent. 
During the last three days the fluctuations have been great, but 
a better feeling now prevails, and an advance has been estab- 
lished of 2 per cent. upon the latest price as announced by us 
last w eek. The particulars of Indian intelligence received ‘this 
afternoon are considered to be quite as favourable as the tele- 
graphic despatches indicated; and, although Delhi was not 
taken when the mail left, anxiety is relieved on several im- 
portant points. Such, at least, appears to be the view prevail- 
ing in the city, and operating to give buoyancy to the English 
funds. The vague rumours existing a few days since of the 
capture of Delhi are proved to be destitute of foundation; and 
it is strange and almost incredible that such utterly baseless 
fictions should be allowed to influence speculation. If it were 
the fact that any rise in the funds was caused by this report, it 
is satisfactory to observe that the funds have not fallen on proof 
that the report was false. The just opinion would seem to be, 
that the taking of Delhi is merely a question of no very long 
time, and that the event may be awaited without the excessive 
anxiety which has been expressed in various quarters. 

From the Bank of England Return for the week ending the 
8th of August, 1857, which we give below, it appears that the 
amount of notes in circulation is £19,547,440, beiug a decrease 
of £358,540; and the stock of bullion in both departments is 
£11,283,754, showing a decrease of £18,398 when compared 
with the previous return. Nothing was done by the Bank 
Directors yesterday as to raising the rate of discount. 

Money on Wednesday, and particularly yesterday, was plen- 
tiful both in Lombard-street and on the Stock-exchange. In 
the former, yesterday, transactions took place at 54 per cent., 
and on the Exchange the price was 4 to 5 per cent. To-day 
there has been more demand, but the supply is fully equal to it 
at 5 per cent. on the Stock-exchange and Bank rates in Lom- 
bard-street. 

An impression prevails to some extent that the Government 
may take a loan of heavy amount for the service of the East 
India Company. There is no doubt that of late years the 
wealth of the community in general in our East India posses- 
sions, especially in Bengal, has marvellously increased. The 
disasters attendant upon the present military revolt are pecu- 
liarly distressing, and the loss of treasure is something consi- 
derable. It is possible the insurrection may assume such 
proportions as to render the immediate raising of money im- 
practicable. But the wealth of the community has not yet 
suffered materially, and after the lapse of some little time, 
means will probably be found to collect taxes, and the country 
will be neither unable nor unwilling to pay them. The debt 
due from the East India Company to the wealthy people and 
territorial proprietors of India, is valid security, that those 
persons will continue their support to the presentorder of things ; 
and it cannot be doubted that if England makes herself answer- 
able for the liabilities of India, the bond which secures to the 
present ruling power the support of native property and influ- 
ence will become more weak. 

It appears to be at length decided that the new Westminster 
Bridge is to occupy the same site as the old bridge. It is 
admitted that considerable adv; antage in regard to the view of 
the new palace from the bridge, and in regard to the appearance 
of the bridge itself, would be obtained by changing the site. 
But the first Commissioner of Works, taking into account the 
great expense to be incurred if the site of the bridge be changed, 
refrains from making any recommendation to the Government 
for that pnrpose. Nevertheless, it will rest with the House of 
Commons to consider and decide this important point. It is 
understood that the additional expense would chiefly arise by 
the cost of houses and ground on the north side of Bridge- 





to be placed, as proposed, some considerable space northward of 
the site of the old bridge. 


Bank of England. 


AN ACCOUNT, PURSUANT TO THE ACT 7TH AND 8TH VICTORIA, C. 32, FoR 
THE WEEK ENDING ON SATURDAY, THE 8TH DAY OF AUGUST, 1857, 


IssuE DEPARTMENT. 


£ £ 
25,098,650} Government Debt + 11,015,100 
Other Securities . 3,459,900 


Notes issued . 

















Gold Coin and Bullion. 10,623,650 
Silver Bullion ° eee 
£25,098,650 £25,098,650 
BANKING DEPARTMENT. 
£ £ 
—- Capital. 14,553,000 | Government Securities 
Res - 38,630,566 (incl. Dead Weight 
Pablic Deposits (includ- Annuity) - 10,593,654 
ing Exchequer, Say- Other Securities . + 18,679,056 
ings’ Banks, Commis- Notes . . . + 5,551,210 
sioners of National Gold and Silver Coin . 660,104 
Debt, and Dividend 
Accounts) . 6,300,771 
Other Deposits 10,263,335 
Seven day & other Bills 736,352 
£35,484,024 £35,484,024 








Dated the 13th day of Aug., 1857. J,l. Evsey, Deputy Cashier, 
English Funds. 












ENGLISH FuNDs. Sat. | Mon. | Tues. | Wed | Thur. | Fri. 
Dank SCOCK -iissisaccsecteccs 216 215 bee 2163 | ... | 216 
3 per Cent. Red. Ann, ...) 90% # (90 4 $903 & 3 903 § | 908 | 91} 
3 per Cent, Cons. Ann..../903 2 Fy 903 $ 4,903 893) 895 893 90; 
New 3 per Cent. Ann. .. 91 1 804 905 | 90% § | 905 2} 908 3 | 98 
New 24 per Cent. Ann.. oo vee 74 bed eee aoe 
5 per Cent. Annuities ...) ... oes ooo ove ooo eos 
Long Ann. Pe ti Jan. 5, 

>. Abad gocctsne ase ove 27-16) 23 oa 2 7-16 


seeeseeeerecccseeeseeses eee aoe oe eee eee oe 


1880 y. sveccsccccveccessccccece ove ose eee ove oee on 





ove 18 1-16.18 1-16)18 1-16 








Indie, Stock Sdscccecceveccess sos 212 és eee | 212 

India Bonds (£1, 000). ove + —|30s. dis |258. dis. 24s, ‘dis.! 20s, dis, 
Do. (under £1,000) ...... ose 20s. dis.'27s, dis.) ... “4 21s, dis. 
Exch. Bills (£1,000) Mar.| par |ls. dis.j6s. dis.l68 dis.|6s. dis./5s. dis. 


June| ... ave | 3 


Exch. Bills (£500) Mar.| par par Is. “dis.| Is. dis.|5s. dis par 


-—_——_———————_ June ... eee eee see o08 
Exch. Bills (Small) Mar./2s, dis.|Is. dis 4s. dis. par j4s. dis. 38 pm 
J ae 

















———_———_ June] ... o06 as bes 
Exch. Bills Advertised...) ... ove ove eee ove oes 
Exch. = 1858, 34 

DOE CRB, oncccccesussvasens 983 3 ose € | 982 g| 98% s6 
Exch. Bonds, 1859, , 

per Cent. 983 5 | 983 ¢ | 983 §) 98% | 98F 4 | 995 

Railway Stock. 
Railways. Sat. Mon, | Tues. | Wed. | Thur | Fri. 

Bristol and Exeter ose oh 884 | 90 89%) ... pa 
Caledonian... TiZ eo 77 763 773 Ha 
Chester and Holy head .. eve toe 35} eee ove 35, 
East Anglian... ... 193 ie ove sve ped. ae 
Eastern Union “A stock ||... ooo ove ose éod ove 
East Lancashire ... ...| 954 éod si ese whe eve 
Edinburgh and Glasgow| ... ove 206 ose 
Edin., Perth. & Dundee.| ... «00 33 33} | 32% 23) 32§ 
Glasgow &South Western} ... set ace eee ove see 
Great Northern... ove eee 97 963 6] .. ons 
Gt. South & West. (Ire). 


Great Western... 56g 6 


Mi 554 34] 534 24 514 2 
Lancashire & Yorkshire . 97% 


983 9 | a 8 


ot 6t sa | 
98} + 

















Lon., Brighton, &S. Coast}105 x djlo4 x gh xd)... |104.x djl04$ xd 
London & North Western 1025 $ 1023 } |102} 101} 
London and S, Western .| 963 974 lo73 6397 6§ 6 68 6 945 : ; 
Man., Shef., and Lincoln/41} x d) 40x d39¢x d) ... gt x d/38} 
Midland ... ... ss. «| 844 3$| 842 | 83% % | 83 4 in 
MorGelic coo sce cis: sos], 4 oes ooo ooo os 
North British... ... ove 46§ eee 454 i 453 5} 
North Eastern (Berwiek) 34 | 93g'4 | o2¢3| 928 $] 93° | 934 
North London pie ese] ase ive oo sae : dea 
Oxford, Wore. & Wolv.. de a 32 323 3 | 3192] ... 31 
Scottish Central ... +.) «+ o06 ooo ope nae ove 
Scot.N.E. Aberdeen vag coe eee ose 24 24 ave 
Shropshire Union... .. pe toe Pf 484 pee 
South-Eastern 734 | 723 | 723 | 725 | 72% 
South-Wales ... se [914 903] 903 1 | 903 | 908 
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Insurance Companies, 
































Equity and Law ‘ 6 
English and Scottish Law. 43 
Law Fire 4} 
Law Life 62 
Law Reversionary Interest 19 
Law Union par 
Legal and Commercial par 
Legal and General Life 63 
London and Provincial 2 
Medical, Legal, and General . ........s..ssseeeeee bes par 
Solicitors’ and General par 








London Grasettes. 


TUESDAY, Aug, 11, 1857. 
NEW MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT. 

Falkirk District of Burghs.—John Glencairn Carter Hamilton, Esq., 
of Dalzell, vice James Merry, Esq., whose election has been adjudged 
yoid.— Aug. 10. 

Borough of Birmingham.—John Bright, Esq., vice George Frederick 
Muntz, Esq., deceased.—Aug. 11. 

Borough of Great Yarmouth.—Adolphus William Young, Esq., of Hare 
Hatch House, Wargrave, near Maidenhead, Berks, and—John Mellor, 
one of her Majesty’s Counsel, of Otterspool House, Herts, vice William 
Torrens M‘Cullagh and Edward William Watkin, Esqrs., whose election 
has been adjudged void.—Aug. 11. 


COMMISSIONER TO ADMINISTER OATHS IN CHANCERY. 
Turspay, Aug. 11, 1857. 
Layton, JOHN, Gent., 21 Milner-sq., Islington. 


PERPETUAL COMMISSIONERS FOR TAKING ACKNOWLEDG- 
MENTS OF MARRIED WOMEN, 
Tuesday, Aug. 11, 1857. 
Parkes, Witi1aM, Gent., Willenhall, Staffordshire; for the county of 
Stafford.—-July 24. 
RitEy, Jonn, Gent., Wolverhampton, Staffordshire; for the county of 


Stafford.—July 14. 
Bankrupts, 
Torspay, Aug. 11, 1857. 

BUSCH, Hermann (H. Busch & Co.), Merchant, 2 Coleman-st.-bldgs., 
Moorgate-st. Aug. 24, at 12, and Sept. 28, at 11; Basinghall-st, Com. 
Goulburn. Off. Ass. Nicholson. Sols. Marten, Thomas, & Hollams, 
Commercial-chambers, Mincing-la. Pet. for Arrgmt. June 27. 

CHICKEN, Wrii11aMm, Licensed Victualler, Iron Bridge Tavern, Barking- 
rd., Bromley. Aug. 20, at 1, and Sept. 18, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. 
Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Whitmore. Sol. Goddard, 101 Wood-st., Cheap- 
side. Pet. Aug. 7. 

CLAPHAM, THomas, Nurseryman, Headingley, Leeds. Aug. 25 and 
Sept. 25, at 11; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Com. Ayrton. Off. Ass. 
Hope. Sols. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. Pet. Aug. 4. 

GOUDE, Joun Fisuer, Apothecary, 83 Cheapside. Aug. 20, at 12, and 
Sept. 17, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Whitmore. Sol. 
Chippindale, 10 King’s Arms-yd, Pet. Aug. 7. 

HUTHERSAL, Jonny, Chemical Manure Manufacturer, Altrincham, 
Cheshire. Aug. 21, and Sept. 11, at 12; Manchester. Off. Ass, Herna- 
man, Sol. Bennett, 16 Kennedy-st., Manchester. Pet. Aug. 6. 

KIRKBRIDE, Isaac, & Joun Kirkpripe, Stone and Marble Masons, 
Carlisle. Aug. 21, at 11, and Oct. 2, at 12.30; Royal-arcade, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. Off. Ass. Baker. Sols. Wright, Car- 
lisle; or Hoyle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. July 29. 

MAY, Tuomas Henry, Baker, 52 Rathbone-pl., Oxford-st., and lately of 27 
Little Britain, and 2 Squire’s-mount, Hampstead-heath. Aug. 25, at 
1.30, and Sept. 29, at 2; Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. Off. Ass. Ed- 
wards. Sols. Young & Plews, 29 Mark-la. Pet. Aug. 10. 

MIDDLEWOOD, Witi1am, & WILLIAM ANDERSON, Joiners and Builders, 
Greenheys, Manchester. Aug. 26 and Sept. 16, at 12; Manchester. 
Off. Ass. Fraser. Sol. Southam, St. James’s-sq., Manchester. Pet. 


July 30. 

OUTTRIM, James Jonun SterHenson, Ladies’ Outfitter and Baby-linen 
Warehouseman, Oakley-ter., Old Kent-rd. Aug. 20, at 11.30, and Sept. 
18, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Cannan. Sols. Turner 
& Son, 8 Mount-pl., Whitechapel-rd. Pet, Aug. 1. 

SCOTT, Apranam, Carrier, Colchester, Essex. Aug. 21, at 2, and Sept. 
23, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Qf. Ass. Whitmore. Sol. Jones, 
42 Southampton-bldgs., Chancery-la., and Colchester. Pet. Aug. 11. 

SHEARCROFT, George, Grocer, Long Sutton, Lincolnshire. Aug 25 
and Sept. 15, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. 
Harris. Sols. Sole, Turner, & Turner, Aldermanbury; or Hodgson & 
Allen, Birmingham. Pet. July 27. 

STATHAM, Henry Heatucore, Attorney-at-Law, Liverpool. Aug. 21 
and Sept. 17, at 11; Liverpool. Com. Stevenson. Off. Ass. Bird. Sols. 
Norris & Son, North John-st., Liverpool. Pet. Atig. 7. 

WALLINGTON, Witt1amM Forp, Tailor, Oxford. Aug, 20, at 1.30, and 
Sept. 17, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane, Of. Ass. Cannan. Sol. 
Ravenor, 5 Raymond-bldgs., Gray’s-inn. Pet. Aug. 7. 

WRIGHT, Josern, Birmingham, & Jon Satissury, Ironfounders, 
Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Leicestershire, and Burton-upon-Trent. Aug, 21 
and Sept. 11, at 10; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. O/. Ass. Christie. 
Sols. Duignan & Hemmant, Walsall. Pet. July 31. 

Fripay, Aug. 14, 1857. 

HELLIWELL, Witi1am (Helliwell & Pilling), Cotton Spinner, Kitson 
Wood Mill, Todmorden, Stansfield, Halifax. Aug. 25, at 11.30, and 
Sept. 25, at 11; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Com. Ayrton. Off. Ass. 
Hope. Sols. Holgate & Roberts, Rochdale. Pet. Aug. 5. 

HILL, Cuartes ALEXANDER, Cabinet Maker, Bristol. Aug. 25 and 
Sept. 29, at 11; Bristol. Com. Hill. Of. Ass. Acraman. Sols. Bevan & 
Girling, Bristol. Pet. Aug. 12. 

HIRST, Wit114M, Silk Manufacturer, Derby. Aug. 25 and Sept. 22, at 
10.30; Shirehall, Nottingham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. Harris. Sol. 
Pickering, 25 Osmiaston-st., Derby. Pet. Aug. 10. 

MELHADO, DanieL, Ship Agent, Dover, Kent. Aug. 27, at 12, and 





Sept. 19, at 12.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Whitmore. 
Sol. Bousfield, 14a, Philpot-la. Pet. Aug. 3. 

ROBINSON, Wittiam, & Witt1AM Hive, Timber Merchants, North 
Wharf-rd., Paddington. Aug. 26, at 2, and Sept. 28, at 1; Basinghall- 
st. Com. Holroyd. Of. Ass. Lee. Sol. Gilham, 24 Bartlett’s-bidgs., 
Pet. Aug. 11. 

SIMPSON, Rosert, Draper, Sedgefield, Durham. Aug. 26, at 11, and 
Oct. 6, at 12; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. 
Off. Ass. Baker. Sols. Marshall, Durham; or Hodge & Harle, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. Pet. Aug. 11. 

STERN, Lovuts, & Mryer Lorwrnsony, Ship Chandlers, 9 Savage-gdns., 
Crutched-friars. Aug. 27, at 2, and Sept. 19, at 11; Basinghall-st. 
Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Whitmore. Sols. J. & S, Solomon, 22 Finsbury- 
pl. Pet. Aug. 6. 

WALKER, Jouy, Tobacconist, Liverpool and Rochdale. Aug. 27 and 
Sept. 17, at 11; Liverpool. Com. Stevenson. Off. Ass. Turner. Sols. 
Lowndes, Bateson, & Lowndes, Brunswick-st., Liverpool. Pet. Aug. 11° 

WEST, SamveEt, Lace-maker, Nottingham; (in copartnership with Fre- 
derick Baxter under firm of Tillson & Co.). Aug. 25 and Sept. 29, at 
10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Com. Balguy. Of. Ass. Harris. Sols. 
Bowley & Ashwell, Nottingham. Pet. Aug. 11. 

WILLEY, Ricnarp, Linen and Woollen Draper, Leicester. _Aug. 25 and 
Sept. 29, at 10.30; Nottingham. Com. Balguy. O/f. Ass. Harris. Sols, 
Stone, Paget, & Billson, Leicester ; or James, Birmingham. Pet. Aug. 6 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
TuEspDAY, Aug. 11, 1857. 

Dopson, JosEPH, jun. (J. D. Hewett & Co.), Russia Merchant, Wormley, 
Herts, and Fenchurch-bldgs. Aug. 4. 

Parry, RowLanp, Flour-dealer, Bangor, Carnarvonshire. July 16. 

MEETINGS, 
TuEsDAY, Aug. 11, 1857. 

RicwarDs, SaMvEL, Apothecary, 36 Bedford-sq., and Shareholder in Royal 
British Bank, Threadneedle-st. Sept. 1, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. 
Fonblanque. Div. 

Rosertson, Henry, Commission Agent, 3 St. Michael’s-alley, Cornhill. 
Aug. 18th (and not 10th as advertised in last Friday’s Gazette), at 2; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. (By adj. from June 23) Last Lx. 

SronarD, SAMUEL, & Louis JosePpH Stonarp, Oilmen, 146 and 139 
Shoreditch, and 179 High-st., Hoxton. Sept. i, at 11; Basinghall-st. 
Com, Fonblanque. Div. 

StrureLy, Tuomas, Stone Mason, Sheerness, Kent. Aug. 24, at 2; Ba- 
singhall-st. Com. Goulburn. Last Ex. 

Summers, James (Summers & Co.), Wholesale Jeweller, 38 Hatton- 
garden. Sept. 1, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque, Div. 

Wayre, WILLIAM, Mantle Warehouseman, 96 Oxford-st. Sept. 1, at 11; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. Div. 

Fripay, Aug. 14, 1857. 

Harr, Joun, Ship Broker, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Aug. 26, at 11.30; 
Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. (By adj. from 
July 10.) Last Ex. 

JACKSON, JOHN JULIAN, Dyer, late of 23 Lawrence-la., now of Qneen’s- 
rd., Brighton. Aug. 25, at 2; Bssinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. (By adj. 
from July 22.) Last Ex. 

Jones, Purr. Banker, and one of the Shareholders in the Monmouth- 
shire and Glamorganshire Banking Co., Llangattock, Monmouthshire. 
Sept. 24, at 11; Bristol. Com. Hill. Final Div. 

Ossorn, Henry, Wine and Spirit Merchant, Old Trinity-house, Water- 
la., and Catherine Wheel, Gt. Windmill-st., Haymarket. Aug. 28, at 
11; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Last Ex. 

Riowarps, WiLLiAM Henry, & Stcismunp Louis BornuerM, Merchants, 
7 Gracechurch-st., and Balaklava. Aug. 25, at 12; Basinghall-st. 
Com, Fonblanque. (By adj. from June 30.) Last Ex. 

DIVIDEND. 
Fripay, Aug. 14, 1857. 

Pepper, WitttaM Joun, Printer, Coventry. First, 1s. 43d. Christie, 
37 Waterloo-st., Birmingham; Thursday, Oct. 8, or atiy subsequent 
Thursday, 11 to 3. 

CERTIFICATES. 
To be ALLOWED, unless Notice be given, and Cause shown on Day of Meeting. 
TuEspay, Aug. 11, 1857. 

BRAMWELL, JAMES, Grocer, Glossop, Derbyshire. Sept. 1, at 12; Man- 
chester. 

Morice, Specet (Morice, Newmann, & Co.), Importer of Foreign and 
Fancy Goods, 7 Coleman-st. Sept. 1, at 1; Basinghall-st. ; 

Myers, Lewis Henry, Dealer in Manchester Goods, late of the Jews’ 
Hospital, Mile End-rd., and Long Acre, but now of 35 Wellesley-st., 
Stepney. Sept. 4, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. 

Norton, Rosert James, Ladies’ Outfitter and Baby-linen Warehouse- 
man, 41 and 42 Fleet-st. Sept. 2, at 12; Basinghall-st. 

Ricuarps, SAMUEL, Apothecary, 36 Bedford-sq. Sept. 2, at 12; Basing- 
hall-st. 

SAVAGE, JAMES, sen., CHARLES JOHN SavacE, & James Savaee, jun., 
Shirt Manufacturers, 40 Noble-st. Sept. 2, at 2; Basinghall-st. 

SronaRD, SAmugL, & Louis JosePH Stonarp, Oilmen, 146 and 139 
Shoreditch, and 179 High-st., Hoxton. Sept. 2, at 2.30; Basinghall-st. 

Fripay, Aug. 14, 1857. 

BarseEr, Joun, Miller, Canal-st. and John-st., Derby. Sept. 15, at 10.30; 
Shirehall, Nottingham. 

NEVILLE, Mrowaet, Brassfounder, Liverpool. Sept. 4, at 11; Liverpool. 

Spencer, Wini1Am, Grocer, Holywell, Flintshire. Sept. 4, af 11; 
Liverpool. 

To be DELIVERED, unless APPEAL be duly entered. 
Turspay, Aug. 11, 1857. 

Brookes, EBENEZER, Spring Knife Manufacturer, Sheffield. Aug. 1, 
3rd class. 

CuaPpLin, MAnMapuK&, Auctioneer, Kingston-upon-Hull. Aug. 5, 3rd 
cl 


class. 

ELLs, ALFRED, Wine Merchant, Wimborne, Dorsetshire. Aug. 4, 18 
class. 

Evans, Joux, Bleacher, Spring Vale Works, Whitefield, Lancashire. 
Aug. 7, 2nd class. 

Harpy, JosEpru, Miller, Nottingham. Aug. 4, 3rd class, 

Harrison, Henry, Tailor, Sheffield. Aug. 1, 2nd class. 
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Hewitt, GEoRGE ALEXANDER, Chemist, Derby. July 7, 2nd class (and 
not 3rd class, with twelve months’ suspension, as advertised in Gazette 
of July 10). 

Hiw1, Caarces WituraAM, Anvil Maker, Digbeth, Birmingham. 
2nd class. 

Peart, James, Bookseller, Bull-st., Birmingham. 

Fripay, Aug. 14, 1857. 


Apams, EpGar, Laceman, North-st., Brighton. July 29, 2nd class, hay- 
ing been suspended for six month from passing last examination. 

Armson, SAMUEL, Builder, Wallbrook Coseley, Sedgley, Staffordshire. 
Aug. 7, 3rd class. 

Arkrnson, Ropert, Hairdresser, York. Aug. 11, 3rd class. 

Best, Jonn, Linendraper, Halifax. Aug. 10, 3rd class. 

Burt, WILLIAM, Builder, St. Stephens by Launceston, Cornwall. 
2nd class. 

CHANDLER, BENJAMIN, Attorney and Money Scrivener, Sherborne, Dorset. 
Aug. 6, 3rd class. 

Davies, "Epwarp Jackson, Draper, 214 High-st., oe. Aug. 8, 3rd 
class, having been suspended six months from Feb. 

Dora, WittiaM, & Jonn SketTon, Timber a Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. Aug. i, 2nd class, to W. Doeg, subject to suspension until 
Mar. 11, 1858. 

GLINISTER, GEORGE WILLIAY, 1 Spring-garden-pl., 


Aug. 7, 


Aug. 7, 2nd class. 


Aug. 6, 


Stepney, Middlesex, 


& WILLIAM JosePH GLINISTER, 7 Green-st., Stepney, Grocers. Aug. 7, 
2nd class. 
Munpay, SAamvuet, Baker, 110 High-st., Gosport, Hants. 
st 


Aug. 7, 2nd 


class, 

Noett, Henry, Accountant. Hoyle, Phillack, Cornwall. Aug. 6, 3rd 
class. 

Assiquments for Benelt of Crevitors. 
TueEspay, Aug. 11, 1857. 

AntHoxy, Jonn, Coal Merchant, Derby. Aug. 7. Trustee, J. Webster, 
Maltster, Little Eaton, Derby. So/. Gamble, Wardwick, Derby. 

Bracuer, Frepericx, Tailor, 23 Old Jewry. July 13. Trustees, J. 
Scarratt, Warehouseman, Milk-st.; T. Cash, Woollendraper, Gresham- 
st. Sol. Billing, King-st., Cheapside. 

Brook, Rosert, Miller, Duxford, Cambridgeshire. Aug. 8. Trustees, 
G. Jonas, Farmer, Duxford; G. Brand, Merchant, Gt. Thurlow, Suffolk. 
Sol. Kitchener, Newmarket. 

Brown, Tuomas, Glass, China, and Earthenware Dealer, 53 Bury New-rd., 
and St. Mary’s-gate, Manchester. July 30. Trustees, E. J. Ridgway, 
Earthenware Manufacturer, Hanley, Staffordshire; W. Yates, Glass 
Manufacturer, Green Mount-hall, Harpurhey, and Jersey-st., Man- 
chester. Sol. Partington, 1 Town-hall-bldgs., King-st., Manchester. 

Harrison, WiLLiAM Henry, & FREDERICK CHARLES HARRISON, Manu- 
facturers of Table-knives, Union-st. Works, Sheffield. July 31. TJrus- 
tees, J. Nicholson, jun., Merchant; A. Allott, Accountant; both of 
Sheffield. Sols. Chambers & Waterhouse, Bank-st., Sheffield. 

Hurcuinson, ABRAHAM, Farmer, Pudsey, Calverley, Yorkshire. Aug. 4. 

tee, J. Parkinson, Butcher, Pudsey. Sols. Upton & Yewdall, 5 
Bank-st., Leeds. 

NicHotson, Baxter, & JAMES NICHOLSON, Drapers and Copartners, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. June 27. Trustees, R. Teasdale, Draper, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne; R. Lockerby, Draper, same place; J. Wood, Cloth 
Merchant, Huddersfield, Yorkshire. Indenture lies at house of R. 
Teasdale, 71 Westgate-st., Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Nose, ZaccHEUs CHIBNAL, Cabinetmaker, Dunstable, Beds. July 16. 
Trustees, J. H. Limhey, Ironmonger; W. Freeman, Grocer; both of 
Dunstable. Sol. Medland, Dunstable. 

Raper, Joun, Horse-dealer, Gt. Broughton, Cleveland, Yorkshire. July 
25. Trustees, H. W. Thomas, Gent., Pinchinthorpe, Cleveland; G. Job- 
ling, Farmer, Easby, Cleveland. Sol. Glaister, Stokesley, Yorkshire. 

Ropes, Witi1am, Coverlet Manufacturer, Boothroyd-la., Dewsbury, 
Yorkshire. Aug. 1. 7Z'rustees, B. Walker, Woolstapler, Dewsbury; A. 
Hemingway, Woolstapler, Heckmondwike. Sol. Chadwick, Dewsbury. 

Worron, W1LL1aM, Draper, 2 East-st., Plymouth. July 15. Trustees, J. 
Dabb, Warehouseman, Plymouth; W. Brock, Warehouseman, Exeter. 
Sol. Hooper, 18 Bedford-circus, Exeter. 


Fripay, Aug. 14, 1857. 

BaRNSDALL, SAMUEL, Gent., Newark-upon-Trent, Notts. July 30. TZrus- 
tees, H. G. Cooper, Draper, Newark; J. Eve, Draper, Newark. Sol. 
Ashley, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Bopiry, JoseruH, Teadealer, Cheap-st., Bath. July 20. Trustee, A. 
Fincham, Wholesale Teadealer, Martin’s-la., Cannon-st., London. Sols. 
Wright & Bonner, 15 London-st., Fenchurch-st. 

CLEMENTS, THOMAS PacKarD, Linendraper, 32 Judd-st., New-rd. July 
21. Trustees, A. M‘Gaw & Henry Clarke, Warehousemen, Bow-la. ; 
B. Smith, Warehouseman, 31 St. Martin's-le-Grand. Sol. Billing, 33 
King-st., Cheapside. 

DAavTHEMARE, CHARLES FRANCIS, Iron Merchant, Masbrough, Rotherham, 
Yorkshire. Aug. 4. Trustees, W. Dyson, Bank Manager, Rotherham; 
T. Gorrery, Steel and Iron Merchant, Bank-st., Sheffield. Sols. Hoyle 
& Son, Rotherham. 

Evans, JOHN DANIEL, & WILLIAM MorcGan Jones, Drapers, Bridgend, 
Glamorganshire. July 18. Zrustees, R. Milburn, Warehouseman, 
Newgate-st., London; C. J. Leaf, Warehouseman, Old Change. Sol. 
Mardon, 99 Newgate-st. 

Invine, James, Teadealer, Swansea, Glamorganshire. July 28. T'rustees, 
J. L. Morris, Wholesale Teadealer, Bristol; J. Chadwick, Warehouse- 
man, Manchester. Sol. King, Bristol. 

MatrueEws, WILLIAM, Coach and Car Proprietor, 2 and 4 Faulkner-st., 
Liverpool. July 18. Sol, Hinde, Peel's-bldgs., Harrington-st., Liver- 


pool. 

Srppons, James, Grocer, Sheffield. Aug. 5. Trustees, G. Shallcross, 
Miller, Sheffield; J. Wigfull, Miller, Sheffield. Sols. Pye, Smith, & 
Wightman, 3 Hartshead, Sheffield. 

Woop, Sixas, Oil Merchant, Manchester. Aug.4. Trustees, H. Southam, 
Oil Merchant, 4 Corporation- -st., Manchester; E. Thomas, Oil Mer- 
chant, 7 Exchange-st., Cheetham-hill-rd., Manchester. Sol. Parting- 
ton, Town-hall-bldgs., "Manchester. 

Woopnovse, Epwin, ALFRED WoopHovusE, & WILLIAM WoopnovsE, 
Drapers, Leamington, Warwickshire. July 22. TZ'rustees, J. Pearce, 
Warehouseman, Cockspur-st., Middlesex; W. Lycett, Warehouseman, 
Gutter-la.; S. Walkden, Warehouseman, Lawrence-la. Sol. Chapple, 
19 Gt. Carter-la. 





Crevitars under Estates in Chancery. 
Tuespay, Aug. 11, 1857. 

Avison, James (who died in Oct. 1816), Innkeeper, Brighouse, Yorkshire, 
Creditors and incumbrancers to come in and prove their claims on or 
before Nov. 13, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

Brown, Henry Lanerorp (who died in Jan. 1837), Esq., Barton Lodge, 
Kingskerswell, Devonshire, Creditors to come in and prove their debts 
on or before Noy. 13, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

FEATHERSTON, JONATHAN (who died on Sept. 19, 1830), Esq., Newbus 
Grange, Durham. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or 
before Nov. 1, at V. C. Wood's Chambers. 

Garry, Nicwoxas (who died in Dec. 1856), Esq., Tokenhouse-yd., and 
Stratton-st., Piccadilly, and late of Long Ditton, Surrey. Creditors to 
come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 20, at V. C. Stuart's 
Chambers. 

GovuLp, Cuar.es (who died in Feb. 1857), Yeoman, Littleton, Middlesex, 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 21, at VY, 
C. Kindersley’s Chambers, 

Hearn, Joseru (who died in Sept. 1850), Farmer, Ewelme, Oxfordshire, 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 14, at 
Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Ho tr, RicHarp (who died in Aug. 1853), Gent., Love Clough, Rossendale, 
Lancashire. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before 
Noy. 9, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

JEFFREY, James (who died in Nov. 1856), Carver and Gilder, formerly of 
12 George-st., Portland-pl., Middlesex, and late of 35 George-st. Cre- 
ditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 23, at V. C, 
Kindersley's Chambers 

OLDFIELD, THomas (who died in Jan, 1829), Islington, Middlesex. Credi- 
tors to come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 16, at Master 
of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Parton, JouN (who died in Oct. 1851), Miller, Woodchurch, Kent. Cre- 
ditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Noy. 7, at V. C. 
Kindersley’s Chambers. 

Pennincton, Ropert Raiyy (who died in Mar. 1849), Esq., 15 Portman. 
sq., Middlesex. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or be- 
fore Nov. 6, at V. C. Kindersley’s Chambers. 

Srumons, GEORGE (who died in Jan. 1854), Esq., Trevella, Cornwall, 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Oct. 30, at 
Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Wesster, WILLIAM GRANVILLE (who died on Jan. 26, 1846), Esq., Preen, 
Salop. Creditors and incumbrancers to come in and prove their debts 
or claims on or before Nov. 5, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

Fripay, Aug. 11, 1857, 

Lams, CHARLES JAMES SAVILE MONTGOMERIE (who died in Nov. 1856), 
Esgq., late of Beauport and Hemingfold, Sussex. Creditors to come in 
and prove their claims on or before Nov. 6, at V. C. Kindersley’s 
Chambers. 

Mopstey, WiLt1aM (who died in April, 1845), Merchant, Liverpool. 
Creditors to come in prove their debts on or before Oct. 30, at Master of , 
the Rolls’ Chambers. 

PALMER, GEORGE (who died in May, 1853), Esq., Nasing, Essex. Credi- 
tors and incumbrancers to come in and prove their debts and incum- 
brancies on or before Nov. 10, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Ricwarps, Rev. Simon SLocomBe (who died in April, 1853), Rector of 
Chipstable, Dean-house, Bishops Lydeard, Somersetshire, and Seaton, 
Devon. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 
2, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

RussELL, GEORGE (who died in Feb, 1856), Hop-factor, Wilmington- 
house, near Dartford, Kent, and of Southwark, Surrey. Creditors to 
come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 2, at Master of the 
Rolls’ Chambers. 

ToMLINSON, GEORGE (who died in Aug. 1856), Miller and Corn Merchant, 
St. Helens, Lancashire. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on 
or before Nov. 2, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 


Wiinding-up of Faint Stock Companies. 
Turspay, Aug. 11, 1857. 

COMMERCIAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE ANNUITY FAMILY ENDOW- 
MENT AND Loan AssoctaTion.—The Master of the Rolls peremptorily 
orders a call of 5s. per share to be made on all the contributories; and 
that each contributory, on Aug. 12, at 12, pay to W. Turquand, Official 
Manager, 13 Old Jewry-chambers, the balance (if any) which will be 
due from him after debiting his account in the Company’s books with 
such call. 

WELsH, Porost, LEAD, AND Copper Mrintne Company (Limited). Com. 
Fane will, on Aug. 20, at 11, at Basinghall-st., proceed to settle the 
list of contributories. . 

Fripay, Aug. 14, 1857. 

Royat Surrey GARDENS’ Company (Limited).—A petition for winding 
up this Company was, on Aug. 13, presented to the Court of 
ruptcy in London, and will be heard by Mr. Com. Fane on Saturday, 
Aug. 22, at 11.30. 

TimpER PRESERVING Company.—V. C. W ood, on Aug. 6, appointed W. 
Turquand, 13 Old Jewry-chambers, Official ‘Manager. 


Scotch Hequestrations. 
TurEspay, Aug. 11, 1857. 

ALLEN, CHARLES JouN, Bill Broker, Queen-st., Edinburgh, and Regent- 
st., London. Aug. 21, at 2, Dowell’s and Lyon's Rooms, George-st., 
Edinburgh. Seq. ‘Aug. iA 

Dick, MatrHEw, Yarn Merchant and Starch Manufacturer, Kirkintil- 
pe Pa 18, at 12, Black Bull Inn, High-st., Kirkintilloch, Seq. 


a a Cuar.es (Lockhead & M‘Laren), Plumbers and Lead Mer- 
chants, Stirling. Aug. 17, at 12, Golden Lion Hotel, Stirling. Seg. 
Aug. 5. 

M‘CauLt, Joun, Boot and Shoe Maker, Stranraer. Aug. 19, at 12, King’s 
Commercial Hotel, Stranraer. Seg. Aug. 7. 

M‘Murtriz, ANDREW Lawson, Innkeeper, Milngavie. Aug. 15, at 2, 
Black Bull Inn, Milngavie. Seg. Aug. 6. 

Fripay, Aug. 14, 1857, 

Fatconer, Rosert, Solicitor, Keith, Banff, and Flour Manufacturer at 

Strathisla , near Keith. Aug. 21, at 12, Gordon Arms Ina, Keith. 


Seq. Aug. 7 











